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216 A Theodorus: In accordance with yesterday’s agreement, Socrates, we 
have duly come ourselves, and we’re bringing along this stranger of 
sorts. His kin is from Elea, and he’s an associate of the people around 
Parmenides and Zeno—a very philosophical man. 


Socrates: Has it escaped your notice, Theodorus, that—by Homer’s 
account—you're bringing not a stranger but some god? He says that 

B besides the other gods the god of strangers especially becomes a 
companion to those men who participate in just reverence, and that 
he “looks down on both outrages and lawful conduct.” So perhaps 
here too some one of the higher powers may be accompanying you, 
to keep an eye on us and to refute us, since we are feeble at giving 
accounts—a sort of refuting god. 


Theodorus: That, Socrates, is not the stranger’s turn of mind; he’s 
more measured than those who take polemics seriously. And to me 

C the man seems to be in no way a god, though certainly godlike. For 
that’s what I call all philosophers. 


Socrates: Well said, my friend. But Pm afraid that this kind is not 
much easier to discern than that of “god.” For certainly these men, 
abetted by the ignorance of others, make their appearance in all 
sorts of ways, roam about the cities and look down from on high at 
the life of those beneath—I don’t mean the artificially philosophical 
but those who are so in their very being. To some people these men 
seem to be in no way honorable and to others in every way worthy, 
D and sometimes they make their appearance as statesmen and some- 
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times as sophists, and sometimes they give the sense of being in a 
totally mad condition. I would, however, love to ask our stranger, if 
he likes, how the people who live over there tend to regard these 
things and what they’ve named them. 


Theodorus: What things? 
Socrates: Sophist, statesman, philosopher. 


Theodorus: Since you’re perplexed, what in particular and what sort 
of thing were you minded to ask about them? 


Socrates: Just this: Are they accustomed to think that all these things 
are one or two, or do they divide them into three kinds—just as 
there are three names—and attach a kind to each one, name by 
name? 


Theodorus: He won’t, I suppose, begrudge you a run-through of 
these things. Or what should we say, stranger? 


Stranger: Just what you did, Theodorus. I don’t begrudge it at all, 
nor is it difficult to say that they generally consider them to be three. 
And yet, to mark off clearly what they are one by one is not a small 
nor an easy job. 


Theodorus: It just so happens, Socrates, that you’ve gotten hold of 
arguments very close to those we happened to be questioning him 
about before we got here. What’s more, he put us off then in just 
the way that he’s now putting you off—after all, he admits he’s 
certainly heard these things talked over enough and hasn’t forgot- 
ten them. 


Socrates: Well then, stranger, don’t refuse us this first favor we’ve 
asked of you, but tell us only this much: Is it your preferred habit to 
go through whatever you wish to make clear to someone all by 
yourself in a long account? Or do you like to proceed through ques- 
tioning? That’s what Parmenides too once used—and he went 
through splendid accounts—when I was present as a young man 
and he at the time was very old. 


Stranger: When the person to whom the conversation is addressed 
is unirritating and compliant, Socrates, the easier way to go through 
it is with another. If not, by oneself is easier. 


Socrates: Well then, you can choose anyone you wish of those who 
are here. All of us will listen up meekly. Still, if you use me as advi- 
sor, you will choose one of the young men, this Theaetetus here or 
even one of the others, if that’s more to your mind. 


Stranger: Socrates, I feel a certain shame about making our first 
meeting together, not an exchange of brief words for words, but 
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instead a spinning out at great length of a long account by myself— 
even if it’s with another—as if I were making a display. For in truth 
what must now be said is not what one might expect from the brev- 
ity of the question; it happens to demand instead an account of 
great length. And yet, not to do you and these others a favor ap- 
pears to me to be ungracious and uncivilized, especially in light of 
what you’ve said. As for Theaetetus, I accept him wholeheartedly as 
the one to converse with, both because of my earlier conversation 
with him and because you now urge me to. 


Theaetetus: But in that case, stranger, will you have done everyone 
a favor by doing just as Socrates was saying? 


Stranger: Pm afraid there’s nothing more to be said along those 
lines, Theaetetus. But beyond this point, the account, as it seems, is 
likely to be addressed to you. And so, if you get weighed down by 
the length of the labors, don’t hold me responsible for it, but rather 
these associates of yours. 


Theaetetus: But I really think I won’t give up so soon. And in the 
event that some such thing does happen, we’ll take hold of Socrates 
here as an ally. He has the same name as the other Socrates, but he’s 
my partner in age and in physical exercise, someone not unaccus- 
tomed to working out with me in almost everything. 


Stranger: Well spoken, and yov’ll take counsel about this with your- 
self as the account moves ahead. But in common with me you’re 
now to join the investigation, starting first, as it appears to me, from 
the sophist; and you’re to search for and make apparent in speech 
whatever he is. For right now you and I have only the name in 
common about this fellow; but each of us may have, for ourselves, 
his own private notion of the job we call by that name. But we must 
always and about everything be in agreement with each other about 
the thing itself through accounts rather than about the name alone 
apart from an account. As for the tribe we’re now intending to 
search for—the sophist—it isn’t the easiest of all things to gather 
what it is. But it has been the opinion of everyone and from way 
back that when it comes to great things that need to be well-elabo- 
rated, one must attend to them in small and easy matters first, be- 
fore doing so in the very greatest. So now, Theaetetus, here’s how I 
at least counsel the pair of us: since we regard the sophist’s kind as 
difficult and hard to hunt down, to practice the way of inquiry first 
on something else that’s easier—that is, unless you from somewhere 
or other can tell of another way that’s more favorable. 


Theaetetus: But I can’t. 
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Stranger: Do you counsel, then, that we should go after something 
paltry and set it down as a model for the greater? 


Theaetetus: Yes. 

Stranger: Then what could we put forth that’s well-known and 
small but has no less an account than any of the greater things? Say, 
an angler. Isn’t he both familiar to all and not worthy of much 
serious interest? 

Theaetetus: Just so. 

Stranger: I do hope he offers us a way of inquiry and an account 
that’s not unsuited to our purpose. 

Theaetetus: That would be good. 


Stranger: Come then, let us begin with him like this. And tell me: 
Shall we set him down as an expert or as some sort of non-expert, 
but having some other power? 


Theaetetus: Least of all as a non-expert. 
Stranger: But surely there are roughly two forms of all expertise? 
Theaetetus: How so? 


Stranger: Agriculture and the services dealing with every body sub- 
ject to death, and then again what has to do with composite and 
artificial things (which we call equipment), and the imitative exper- 
tise as well—all these together would most justly be called by one 
name. 


Theaetetus: How so and by what name? 


Stranger: Regarding everything that someone might bring to 
beinghood—which was not before but afterwards 7s—we say, I sup- 
pose, that the bringer “makes” and the thing brought “is made.” 


Theaetetus: Correct. 


Stranger: Now in fact all the kinds of expertise we just went through 
keep their power geared to this. 


Theaetetus: That’s what they do. 


Stranger: So putting them under one heading, let us call them the 
“making art.” 


Theaetetus: Let it be so. 


Stranger: And again, after this, take the whole form of learning and 
that of getting to know, and take as well money-making and com- 
peting and hunting. Since none of them crafts anything, but instead 
in part manipulates, by speeches or deeds, whatever already zs or has 
come to be, and in part refuses to be manipulated by others—surely 
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for this reason, all these parts taken together would very appropri- 
ately be called a certain “getting art.” 


Theaetetus: Yes, that would be proper. 


Stranger: Since getting and making comprise all the kinds of expertise 
taken together, in which of the two shall we put angling, Theaetetus? 


Theaetetus: Clearly in getting, I suppose. 


Stranger: But aren’t there two forms of getting? One is the exchanging 
made by the willing with the willing through gifts and wages and pur- 
chases. And the remaining form, since it manipulates either by works or 
by speeches, would be, collectively, manipulative. 


Theaetetus: That does appear from what’s been said. 
Stranger: Well, then, mustn’t we cut “manipulating” in two? 
Theaetetus: In which way? 


Stranger: By setting down the whole out-in-the-open part as 
“competing” and all of it that’s hidden as “hunting.” 


Theaetetus: Yes. 
Stranger: Then surely it would be irrational not to cut hunting in two. 
Theaetetus: Say how. 


Stranger: By dividing it into hunting of the soulless kind and of the 
ensouled. 


Theaetetus: Certainly, if in fact both are. 


Stranger: Surely both are. And besides, we must bid farewell to the 
one—the hunting of soulless things (unnamed except for certain 
parts of the diving art and other such trifling things)—and must call 
the other part, the hunting of ensouled animals, “animal-hunting.” 
Theaetetus: Let it be so. 

Stranger: But might one not speak with justice of a double form of 
animal-hunting: that of the footed kind (itself divided into many forms 
and names), namely, “footed-animal-hunting” and the other, of the 
swimming animal, namely, “wetlands-animal-hunting” as a whole? 
Theaetetus: Entirely so. 


Stranger: And of what swims we see one tribe that’s winged and 
another that lives in the water? 


Theaetetus: Of course. 


Stranger: Then surely the whole hunt for the winged kind is said, I 
suppose, to be a sort of “fowling.” 


Theaetetus: So they say. 
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Stranger: And nearly the whole hunt for what lives in water is called 
“fishing.” 


Theaetetus: Yes. 


Stranger: What about this: May I not in turn divide this hunt into its 
two greatest parts? 


Theaetetus: Into what parts? 

Stranger: The one conducts the hunt by using enclosures on the spot, 
the other by striking. 

Theaetetus: How do you mean this? And in what way do you 
distinguish each of the two? 


Stranger: In the one case, I mean that it seems right to give the name 
“enclosure” to anything that closes something off by surrounding it 
for the sake of obstruction. 


Theaetetus: By all means. 


Stranger: Then must we call fishing baskets and nets and snares and 
hoops and such things anything other than enclosures? 


Theaetetus: Nothing else. 


Stranger: Then this part of the chase we’ll declare to be “enclosure- 
hunting” or some such thing. 


Theaetetus: Yes. 


Stranger: But what’s accomplished by getting a strike with hooks and 
tridents is other than this, and we must now call it, in one word, a certain 
“striking” hunt. Or could someone say it better, Theaetetus? 


Theaetetus: Let’s not worry about the name. This one will do. 


Stranger: Well then, I suppose the nocturnal part of striking, which 
takes place by firelight, happens to be called “fire-hunting” by the 
very men who busy themselves with the hunt. 


Theaetetus: Entirely so. 


Stranger: But all of the daytime part is said to be “hook-hunting,” 
since tridents too are tipped with hooks. 


Theaetetus: So they say. 


Stranger: Well then, the part of the hook-hunting part of the striking 
art that proceeds from on high to the depths—because it employs tri- 
dents most of all—is, I suppose, called “tridentry.” 


Theaetetus: Some at least assert this. 
Stranger: But there remains, as it were, only one form more. 


Theaetetus: What is it? 
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Stranger: The form of striking contrary to this. It is generated by 
means of a hook—with which someone would hit every single time, 
not any chance part of the body of the fishes, as with tridents, but 
only around the head and the mouth of the catch—and it pulls up 
from below in the contrary direction by means of sticks and reeds. 
What shall we say, Theaetetus, is the name by which this form must 
be designated? 


Theaetetus: In my opinion at least, the very thing we recently 
proposed as necessary to find out has now been brought to an end. 


Stranger: Now therefore, regarding angling, both you and I have 
not only reached agreement about the name, but have also gotten a 
sufficient hold on the account of the job itself. For of expertise as a 
whole, half was the getting part, and of getting, half was the ma- 
nipulating, and of the manipulating, half was the hunting, and of 
hunting, half was the animal-hunting, and of animal-hunting, half 
was the wetlands-animal-hunting, and of wetlands-animal-hunting, 
the section below was as a whole the fishing part, and half of fishing 
was the striking, and half of striking was the hook-hunting; and half 
of this, the half that had to do with a strike pulled up from below— 
from which very action its name was copied—has turned out to be 
what we were searching for just now: “angling” by name. 


Theaetetus: In every way this has been made sufficiently clear. 


Stranger: Come then, in accordance with this model, let’s try to 
find the sophist too, whatever he is. 


Theaetetus: Exactly. 


Stranger: And yet this was our first query about the angler—whether 
he was to be set down as a layman or as someone having some 
expertise. 


Theaetetus: Yes. 


Stranger: And now, shall we set down this other fellow, Theaetetus, 
as a layman or as truly in every way a “professor of wisdom?” 


Theaetetus: In no way is he a layman. For I do understand what you 
mean: that he’s far from being “wise” and yet does have this name. 


Stranger: So, as it seems, he must be set down by us as having some 
expertise. 


Theaetetus: Then what in the world is this expertise? 


Stranger: By the gods, have we failed to notice that the one man is 
akin to the other? 


Theaetetus: Who is akin to whom? 
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Stranger: The angler to the sophist. 

Theaetetus: In what way? 

Stranger: To me they both clearly appear as hunters of some sort. 
Theaetetus: What does this one hunt? For we spoke about the other. 


Stranger: | suppose we divided the entire chase in two just now, 
cutting it into the swimming part and the footed. 


Theaetetus: Yes. 


Stranger: And we went through the one, in so far as it concerns 
swimming animals that live in the water; but the footed we let go 
uncloven, saying that it was multiform. 


Theaetetus: Entirely so. 


Stranger: Now then, up to this point the sophist and the angler 
make their way as a pair, starting from the getting art. 


Theaetetus: They do seem to. 


Stranger: But they veer off at animal-hunting, where one turns, I 
suppose, towards the sea and the rivers and lakes to hunt the animals 
that live there. 


Theaetetus: Certainly. 


Stranger: And the other veers towards the land, towards certain 
other rivers of wealth and youth—unstinting meadows, as it were— 
where he means to manipulate the nurslings that live there. 


Theaetetus: What do you mean: 

Stranger: The hunt on foot yields a certain pair of greatest parts. 
Theaetetus: Each of which is? 

Stranger: One part for the hunt of tame things, the other of wild. 
Theaetetus: Then is there a hunt of tame things? 


Stranger: If man is a tame animal. But put it in any way you like, 
whether you set down no animal as tame, or some other animal as 
tame but man as wild, or again, whether you say that man is tame 
but you consider there to be no hunt for men—whichever of these 
ways of saying it you consider congenial, mark off that one for us. 


Theaetetus: But, stranger, I do consider us to be a tame animal, and 
I say there’s a hunt for men. 


Stranger: Let us then say that “tame-hunting” is twofold. 
Theaetetus: On what basis are we saying that? 


Stranger: We mark off pirating and kidnapping and tyrannizing and 
the entire martial expertise as all one “forcible” hunt. 
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Theaetetus: Beautiful. 

Stranger: And we call litigation and public speaking and socializing— 
again taking the thing as a whole—some one “credibility-producing” 
expertise. 


Theaeteus: Correct. 


Stranger: So let us say that there are two kinds of credibility- 
producing. 

Theaetetus: What are they? 

Stranger: One arises in private, the other in public. 

Theaetetus: Each form certainly does arise. 

Stranger: Again, isn’t it the case that of “private-hunting” one part 
is “pay-earning,” the other “gift-bearing?” 

Theaetetus: I don’t understand. 


Stranger: It seems you haven’t yet put your mind to the hunt of 
lovers. 


Theaetetus: What about it? 

Stranger: That on top of everything else they give gifts to those 
they hunt. 

Theaetetus: What you say is very true. 

Stranger: So then let this form be that of “erotic expertise.” 
Theaetetus: Entirely so. 


Stranger: But the part of the pay-earning expertise that socializes 
through gratification and has done its hooking entirely through plea- 
sure and that only demands sustenance as its pay—we would all say, 
as I think, that it is a “flattering,” a certain “pleasuring expertise.” 


Theaetetus: Of course. 


Stranger: But the part which professes to socialize for the sake of 
virtue yet demands cold cash as its pay—isn’t this kind worthy of 
being called by another name? 

Theaetetus: Of course. 

Stranger: So what is this name? Try to say. 

Theaetetus: It’s clear. For we seem to me to have discovered the 
sophist. At any rate, in saying this, I’d think I was calling him by the 
name that fits. 

Stranger: According to the present account, Theaetetus, it seems 
that what belongs to the appropriating, hunting, animal-hunting, 
land-lubbing, human-hunting, private-hunting, cash-making, sham- 
teaching expertise—amounting to a hunt for wealthy and well-known 
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youths—must be called, so our present account concludes, “soph- 
istry.” 
Theaetetus: That’s altogether so. 


Stranger: But let’s look at it in this way as well. For the object of our 
present search participates in no plain expertise but in a very complex 
one. Why, even in what was said earlier, it offers the appearance of 
being not what we’re now claiming it is, but some other kind. 


Theaetetus: How so? 


Stranger: The form of the getting expertise was somehow double: 
it had a hunting part and also an exchanging part. 


Theaetetus: It certainly did. 

Stranger: Well then, should we say there are two forms of the 
exchanging expertise, one “gift-giving,” the other “marketing?” 
Theaetetus: Let this be said. 

Stranger: And we shall in turn claim that marketing is cut in two. 
Theaetetus: In what way? 


Stranger: By distinguishing between the “self-selling” of self-produced 
products and “trafficking,” which traffics in the products of others. 


Theaetetus: Entirely so. 

Stranger: What about this: In the case of trafficking, isn’t exchange 
within the city—which is roughly the half part of it—called “peddling?” 
Theaetetus: Yes. 


Stranger: But that part which carries on exchange from one city to 
another by buying and selling is called “trading?” 


Theaetetus: Certainly. 

Stranger: In the case of trading, don’t we perceive that one part 
exchanges by selling for cash just those things by which the body is 
nourished and which it uses, while the other part does the same for 
the soul? 

Theaetetus: What do you mean by this? 


Stranger: No doubt we’re ignorant of the part that concerns the 
soul, since we do, I suppose, understand the other. 


Theaetetus: Yes. 
Stranger: Then as for culture as a whole, along with painting and 
wonder-working and many other soul-related things that are carried 


and traded, some for diversion and others for a serious purpose: Since 
it constantly goes from city to city, bought in one place and carried to 
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another and sold, it confers on its carrier and seller the designation 
“trader” not a jot less correctly than does the sale of food and drink. 


Theaetetus: What you say is most true. 


Stranger: Then will you also apply the same name to the man who 
buys up learnables and passes them on for cash into one city and out 
of another? 


Theaetetus: Definitely. 


Stranger: Then wouldn’t part of this “psycho-trading” most justly be 
called “displaying?” And as for the other part—which is no less ndicu- 
lous than the first—since it is nevertheless the selling of learnables, isn’t 
it necessary to call it by some name that’s germane to the business? 


Theaetetus: By all means. 


Stranger: Well then, with respect to this “learnable-selling,” the 
part that has to do with the learnables of the other arts should be 
called by one name, the part that has to do with the virtue-related 
learnable by another. 


Theaetetus: Of course. 


Stranger: “Techno-selling” might be just the name to harmonize 
with the part that concerns the other learnables. But you put your 
heart into it and say the name of the one who sells virtue. 


Theaetetus: And what other name might someone utter without 
hitting a false note except to say that it’s what we’re searching for 
right now—the sophistic kind? 


Stranger: None other. So come then, let us now gather it all together 
by saying that, as the part of getting, of trafficking, of marketing, of 
trading, of psycho-trading—which part has to do with speeches and 
learnables and sells virtue—there has come to light for a second time: 
sophistry. 

Theaetetus: Very much so. 


Stranger: But take a third case: If someone who settled down in a city 
to sell some learnables while concocting others himself, sold these same 
learnables and set out to make his living from this, I for one think you 
would call it by no other name than the one you used just now. 
Theaetetus: And why shouldn’t I? 

Stranger: Then also the trafficking part of getting, the marketing 
part, taken in both ways, whether as peddling or as self-selling— 


whichever the learnable-selling kind is that has to do with the things 
we mentioned—you, apparently, will always call “sophistic.” 


Theaetetus: It’s a necessity. For one must follow along with the 
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account. 


Stranger: Then let’s keep a further lookout to see whether the kind 
we’re now in hot pursuit of is like this sort of thing. 


Theaetetus: What thing? 
Stranger: Competing was for us a part of getting. 
Theaetetus: It was, in fact. 


Stranger: There is therefore nothing out of the way in dividing it in 
two. 


Theaetetus: Say how. 


Stranger: By setting down one part of this expertise as “contending” 
and the other part as “battling.” 


Theaetetus: That’s it. 
Stranger: Then it’s fairly likely and proper for us to give the battling 


part that pits body against bodies some such name as the following 
and set it down as “doing violence.” 


Theaetetus: Yes. 


Stranger: And the part that pits words against words, Theaetetus— 
would one call it anything else except “disputing?” 


Theaetetus: Nothing else. 


Stranger: And surely the part concerning disputes must also be set 
down as twofold. 


Theaetetus: How? 


Stranger: Insofar as it is generated in public by reams against op- 
posing reams of arguments and has to do with just and unjust acts, 
it is “pleading.” 
Theaetetus: Yes. 


Stranger: And again, do we customarily call the part that takes place 
in private and is all chopped up by questions pitted against answers 
anything but “debating?” 
Theaetetus: Nothing but. 


Stranger: And let so much of debating as disputes about contracts and 
is practiced randomly and amateurishly be posited as a form, since the 
account has discerned it as distinct. It hasn’t, however, gotten a title 
from our predecessors, nor does it deserve one from us now. 


Theaetetus: True, because it 1s divided into parts too small and of 
every which sort. 


Stranger: And again, don’t we customarily call the highly expert 
part that disputes both about the just things themselves and about 
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unjust things and about all the rest “polemics?” 
Theaetetus: Of course. 


Stranger: Well then, of the polemical part one part happens to waste 
money and the other to make it. 


Theaetetus: Altogether so. 


Stranger: Let us then try to say the title by which we must call each 
of these. 


Theaetetus: Indeed we must. 


Stranger: Now it seems to me that the part which becomes careless 
of its own affairs because of the pleasure of passing the time in this 
way, but which is not listened to with equal pleasure by most of 
those who do listen, because of its style—in my own view it is to be 
called nothing other than “yammering.” 


Theaetetus: For that’s about what they say. 


Stranger: As for its contrary, then, which makes money from pri- 
vate polemics, you in turn now try to say its name. 


Theaetetus: And what else could someone say and not miss the mark 
except that here, once again and now for the fourth time, there has 
arrived that wondrous object of our hot pursuit, the sophist? 


Stranger: It seems that the money-making kind, which belongs to 
the polemical, the debating, the disputing, the battling, the com- 
peting, the getting art, is, as the account has just disclosed, nothing 
but—the sophist. 


Theaetetus: Exactly. 


Stranger: You see, then, how true it is to say that this beast is com- 
plex and, as the saying goes, not to be grabbed with one hand or 
the other. 


Theaetetus: Then we must grab him with both. 


Stranger: We must indeed, and we must do it as best we can by 
pursuing this track of his. Tell me: I take it that we employ in public 
some of the names our domestics use? 


Theaetetus: Yes, many. But which of these many names are you 
inquiring about? 

Stranger: These: for example, we speak of “straining” and “sifting” 
and “winnowing” and “separating.” 

Theaetetus: Certainly. 


Stranger: What’s more, in addition to these, we know that “carding, 
“spinning,” “combing,” and thousands of other such things are 
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involved in the arts. Isn’t that true? 


Theaetetus: Why do you keep bringing up these examples and ask- 
ing about them all? What do you wish to make clear about them? 


Stranger: I suppose the things mentioned are all said to be ways of 
dividing. 
Theaetetus: Yes. 


Stranger: Well then, according to my account, on the assumption 
that in these matters there’s one expertise in all, we’ll think it worthy 
of one name. 


Theaetetus: What?|l we call it? 
Stranger: The “separating” art. 
Theaetetus: So be it. 


Stranger: Then look to see where in turn we’d be able to catch 
sight of two forms of this. 


Theaetetus: You’re ordering me to do some quick looking. 


Stranger: And yet, in the separations mentioned earlier there was 
the removing of worse from better and also that of like from like. 


Theaetetus: What was said just now makes that fairly clear. 


Stranger: Well then, for the one I don’t have a name in common 
use. But for the separating that leaves behind the better and casts 
off the worse, I do have a name. 


Theaetetus: Say what it is. 


Stranger: As I see it, every separating of this sort is said by every- 
body to be a means of cleansing. 


Theaetetus: It’s said to be. 


Stranger: Then would not everyone see the “cleansing” form in 
turn as double: 


Theaetetus: Well yes, maybe at their leisure they would. I, however, 
don’t see it now. 


Stranger: And yet, it’s fitting that the many forms of body-related 
cleansings be comprehended by one name. 


Theaetetus: What forms and by what name? 
Stranger: There are the cleansings of living beings, which deal with 
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gymnastics and doctoring, and also whatever’s on the outside, things 
trivial to mention, which are provided for by the bath attendant’s art. 
And then there are the cleansings of soulless bodies, whose care is 
provided for by brushing and the whole art of decorating. This, with 
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its minutiae, has gotten many names that seem ridiculous. 
Theaetetus: Very. 


Stranger: Altogether ridiculous, Theaetetus. But as a matter of fact, the 
Way of Accounts happens to care neither more nor less for sponging 
than for drinking medicine, for whether the one type of cleansing 
benefits us a little or the other a lot. The reason is that, in trying to 
understand—for the sake of getting insight—what is akin and not 
akin in all the arts, it honors them all equally and does not, in making 
its comparisons, consider some any more ridiculous than others; nor 
has it ever regarded the one who clarifies hunting through the 
general’s art as any more awesome than one who does so through 
louse-catching but only, for the most part, as more vain. And now, 
as for the very thing you were asking about—what name we shall 
give to all the powers whose lot it is to cleanse either the ensouled 
or the soulless body—it will make no difference at all to the Way 
what sort of term will seem most becoming. Only let the term have 
the ability to bind together all the cleansings of other things, while 
keeping separate the cleansings of the soul. For the Way has just 
now been trying to mark off the cleansing that concerns thinking 
from the others—if, that is, we understand exactly what it intends. 


Theaetetus: I have understood: I grant that there are two forms of 
cleansing, and that one form has to do with the soul and is separate 
from the form that has to do with the body. 


Stranger: Most beautifully done. Now as for what comes next, listen 
to me and try again to cut the term in two. 


Theaetetus: In whatever way you lead, Pll try to cut along with you. 


Stranger: Do we say that in the soul villainy is something other 
than virtue? 


Theaetetus: Of course. 


Stranger: And cleansing was the leaving alone of that but the throwing 
out of whatever’s base anywhere. 


Theaetetus: Yes, it was. 


Stranger: Moreover, with respect to the soul, to the extent that we 
discover some taking away of the bad, we shall sound in tune if we 
call it a cleansing. 


Theaetetus: Very much so. 


Stranger: Surely we must say that there are two forms of badness 
pertaining to the soul. 


Theaetetus: What are they? 
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228 A Stranger: The one is like sickness that arises in the body, the other 


like ugliness. 
Theaetetus: I don’t understand. 


Stranger: Perhaps you’ve never regarded sickness and sedition as 
the same thing? 


Theaetetus: I don’t know what I ought to answer to this either. 


Stranger: Do you consider sedition to be anything but the differing 
of what is by nature akin, arising from some sort of dissolution? 


Theaetetus: Nothing else. 


Stranger: But is ugliness anything but that everywhere ill-formed 
kind, “lack of measure”? 


Theaetetus: Nothing but. 


Stranger: Well then, don’t we perceive that the following elements 
carry on their differences in the soul of those who are in a condition 
of baseness: opinions with desires, and spiritedness with pleasures, 
and reason with pains, and all such things with one another? 


Theaetetus: Definitely. 
Stranger: Yet all of them must necessarily be closely akin. 
Theaetetus: Of course. 


Stranger: And so we’ll speak correctly if we say that villainy is sedition 
and sickness of the soul. 


Theaetetus: Very correctly. 


Stranger: What about this: When things that participate in motion 
put forth some goal and try to achieve it, and at each attempt are 
deflected from it and fail to achieve it, shall we say that they’re liable 
to this because there’s a common measure that they have among 
them or, on the contrary, because of lack of measure? 


Theaetetus: Clearly because of lack of measure. 

Stranger: But of course we know that every soul that is ignorant of 
anything is so unwillingly. 

Theaetetus: Definitely. 


Stranger: Now being ignorant—when the soul makes an attempt at 
the truth but the intelligence becomes deflected—is nothing else 
than mental derangement. 


Theaetetus: By all means. 


Stranger: Then the mindless soul must be set down as ugly and 
lacking measure. 
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Theaetetus: It seems so. 


Stranger: And so there are, as it appears, these two kinds of bad 
within the soul. The one 1s called villainy by most people and is very 
clearly a sickness of soul. 


Theaetetus: Yes. 


Stranger: And the other they call ignorance; but when it comes about 
only inside the soul, they aren’t willing to agree that it’s badness. 


Theaetetus: What I had doubts about when you said it just now, 
must absolutely be granted—that there are two kinds of badness in 
the soul, and also that cowardice and unrestraint and injustice must 
altogether be considered a sickness in us, while the condition of 
multiple and manifold ignorance must be set down as ugliness. 


Stranger: Then isn’t it the case that for the body there has arisen a 
certain pair of arts to deal with this pair of conditions? 


Theaetetus: What pair of arts? 


Stranger: For ugliness there’s “physical training,” for disease, 
“doctoring.” 


Theaetetus: That’s apparent. 


Stranger: Then also for insolence and injustice and cowardice, isn’t 
“disciplining,” of all the arts, the one closest in nature to justice? 


Theaetetus: That’s likely, at least as far as human opinion goes. 


Stranger: What about this: For ignorance as a whole, would there 
be any expertise one would more correctly name than “teaching?” 


Theaetetus: None. 


Stranger: Come then. Look to see whether we must declare that there 
is only one kind of teaching—or else more with two greatest parts. 


Theaetetus: I’m looking. 
Stranger: It seems to me that we’d find out fastest in this way. 
Theaetetus: In what way? 


Stranger: By looking to see if ignorance has some cut somewhere 
along its middle. For if ignorance turns out to be twofold, it’s clear 
that it will compel teaching to have two parts as well, one for each 
one of its kinds. 


Theaetetus: Well, is the object of our present search clear to you in 
some way? 


Stranger: At least I think I see a great and grievous form of ignorance 
that’s marked off from the rest and equal in weight to all its other 
parts. 
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Theaetetus: What is it? 


Stranger: Having the opinion that one knows something while not 
really knowing it—through this seem to arise all the many ways in 
which we are tripped up in thought. 

Theaetetus: True. 


Stranger: What’s more, I suppose that to this form of ignorance 
alone the name “lack of learning” is applied? 


Theaetetus: Entirely so. 


Stranger: And what name, then, must we give to the part of teaching 
that removes it? 

Theaetetus: I imagine, stranger, that the other part has been called 
“vocational training,” while around here the latter part has been 
called, through our influence, “education.” 

Stranger: Indeed it has been called this, Theaetetus, among nearly 
all the Greeks. But we must look at education too to see whether it 
is, as a whole, uncut or has some division worthy of a title. 


Theaetetus: We must certainly look. 
Stranger: Well then, it seems to me that this too is split somewhere 
Theaetetus: Along what lines? 


Stranger: Of the teaching that takes place in speeches, one way 
seems to be rougher, the other smoother. 


Theaetetus: What should we call each of them? 


Stranger: One is the time-honored way of our fathers, which they used 
to employ and many still employ toward their sons, whenever they go 
astray in some way—sometimes being harsh with them and sometimes 
exhorting them more gently. This, as a whole, one would speak of 
most correctly as “admonishing.” 


Theaetetus: Just so. 


Stranger: On the other hand, some, after giving themselves an ac- 
count, seem to consider that all lack of learning is involuntary, and 
that the man who thinks he’s wise isn’t at all willing to learn those 
things about which he thinks he’s terrific, and that the admonishing 
form of education accomplishes little with a lot of toil. 


Theaetetus: And they believe rightly. 


Stranger: So they embark on the expulsion of this opinion in 
another manner. 


Theaetetus: What manner? 
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Stranger: They question someone on those topics about which he 
thinks he’s saying something when in fact he’s saying nothing. Then, 
inasmuch as the people they question wander in their opinions, they 
easily inspect them; and bringing those opinions together in the same 
place through discussion, they put them alongside each other and, by 
putting them together in this way, display the opinions as contradicting 
themselves about the same things with respect to the same points in 
the same ways. And those who see this are harsh with themselves and 
tame towards others, and this is precisely the manner in which they are 
delivered from their big and stiff opinions about themselves. Of all 
deliverances this one is the most pleasant to listen to and for the man 
who suffers it the one that takes the firmest hold. The reason, my dear 
boy, is that just as doctors who tend bodies have always believed that a 
body would not be able to derive benefit from the food it’s offered 
until someone casts out the impediments in it, so too, those who cleanse 
the people we’ve just mentioned, sharing the doctors’ belief, have had 
the same thing in mind about the soul: It will have no profit from the 
learning it’s offered until someone, by refuting and putting to shame 
the one refuted and by taking out the opinions that impede learning, 
renders him clean and makes him consider himself as knowing only 
what he knows and no more. 


Theaetetus: Certainly that’s the best and most sound-minded condition. 


Stranger: For all these reasons, Theaetetus, we must say that refuta- 
tion is the greatest and lordliest of cleansings; and we must believe 
that the man who is unrefuted—even if he happens to be the Great 
King—since he’s uncleansed in the greatest matters, has turned out 
uneducated and deformed in those things in which it was fitting to be 
most clean and beautiful for the man who was to be genuinely happy.’ 


Theaetetus: That’s altogether so. 


Stranger: But what about this: Who shall we say are the practitioners 
of this expertise? I’m afraid to say sophists. 


Theaetetus: Why? 
Stranger: So as not to confer on them too great an honor. 


Theaetetus: And yet the description just given is like someone of 
that sort. 


Stranger: And so is a wolf like a dog—the wildest like the tamest. 
But to be safe, one must be on one’s guard about similarities more 
than anything—their kind is extremely slippery. Just the same, let 
them stand as sophists. For whenever people are sufficiently on their 


* The “Great King” is the king of Persia, Artaxerxes II at the time of this 
conversation, 399 B. C., the year of Socrates’ execution. 
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guard, I think the later dispute will arise over no minor boundaries. 
Theaetetus: At least it’s not likely. 


Stranger: Then let cleansing belong to the separating expertise, and 
from cleansing let the soul-related part be marked off, and from 
this, teaching, and from teaching, education. And of education let 
the cross-examination that arises concerning empty sham-wisdom 
be called, in the account that has just appeared, nothing else but the 
bred-to-kind kind of sophistry. 

Theaetetus: Let it be so called. But for my part, since he’s already 
appeared to be so many things, I’m now at an impasse as to what in 
the world we must say the sophist is in his very being, if I’m to tell 
the truth and affirm it confidently. 


Stranger: Your being at an impasse is likely enough. But then we 
must consider that he too is by now totally at an impasse about how 
he’ll continue to slip through our account. For the wrestlers’ prov- 
erb is right: “Not easy to escape all the holds.” So now we must 
really go after him. 

Theaetetus: Beautifully said. 

Stranger: First then, let’s stop so as to catch our breath, and while 
resting let’s reckon up for ourselves in how many ways the sophist 
has appeared to us. For in my opinion he was first found to be a paid 
hunter of the young and the rich. 

Theaetetus: Yes. 

Stranger: And second, a kind of trader in soul-related learnables. 
Theaetetus: Entirely so. 

Stranger: And third, didn’t he show up as a peddler of the same 
things? 

Theaetetus: Yes, and fourth, he showed up for us as a self-seller of 
learnables. 

Stranger: You remembered correctly. But I will try to remember 
the fifth. For he was a kind of athlete practiced in argument-compe- 
tition who marked off as his own the polemical expertise. 
Theaetetus: He was indeed. 

Stranger: The sixth, then, was disputable, but just the same, we granted 
him this: to be set down as a soul-related cleanser of opinions that 
impede learning. 

Theaetetus: That’s altogether so. 


Stranger: Do you see, then, that whenever someone appears to be a 
knower of many things and yet is called by the name of one expertise, 
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there’s something unsound about this appearance? Indeed, isn’t it 
clear that when a person experiences this with respect to some ex- 
pertise, he’s not able to see what all these studies have in view—and 
that’s why he calls their possessor by many names instead of one? 


Theaetetus: It seems to crop up like this most of the time. 


Stranger: Well then, let’s avoid experiencing this in our search 
because of laziness. Instead, let’s begin by taking up again some- 
thing that was said about the sophist. For it’s apparent to me that 
one thing reveals him most of all. 

Theaetetus: What’s that? 

Stranger: At some point we claimed he was a debater. 

Theaetetus: Yes. 


Stranger: What about this: Didn’t we also claim that he becomes a 
teacher of this very thing to others? 


Theaetetus: Certainly. 

Stranger: Then we should look at what such men claim to make 
others debaters about. Let’s begin looking in this way. Come, do 
they make men competent to debate about those divine things which 
are not apparent to most men? 

Theaetetus: At least that’s said about them. 


Stranger: And about what’s apparent on earth and in the heavens 
and the like? 


Theaetetus: Certainly. 

Stranger: Moreover, in private get-togethers, whenever there’s talk 
about the becoming and beinghood of all things, we know that 
they themselves are terrific at debating and that they make others 
able to debate in these very matters? 

Theaetetus: Altogether so. 


Stranger: And don’t they promise as well to make men able to dispute 
about laws and political affairs as a whole? 

Theaetetus: Why, virtually no one would converse with them if they 
didn’t promise this. 

Stranger: Moreover, the things pertaining to all the arts and to 
each single art—about which the craftsman himself must debate 
with each man—have been set down in writing and published for 
anyone who wants to learn. 

Theaetetus: It appears to me that you’ve described the Protagorean 
texts about wrestling and the other arts.’ 


* Protagoras lived in the generation between Parmenides and Socrates. In 
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Stranger: And many others, bless you! But regarding the debating 
expertise, does it seem, in sum, to be a power adequate to disputing 
about all things: 


Theaetetus: At any rate, it appears to leave almost nothing out. 


Stranger: By the gods, my boy, do you think this is possible? For 
perhaps you young men may see this more acutely, while we see it 
more dimly. 


Theaetetus: What do you mean? And what in particular are you 
referring to? I don’t yet see what’s being asked right now. 


Stranger: Pm asking whether it’s possible for any human being to 
know all things. 


Theaetetus: Blessed indeed would our kind be, stranger, if it were 
possible! 


Stranger: Then how could someone who is himself a non-knower 
ever be able to say anything sound in debating with one who knows? 


Theaetetus: Vhere’s no way. 


Stranger: So what in the world could the wondrous sophistic power 
be? 


Theaetetus: Wondrous in what respect? 


Stranger: The way they have of being able to equip young men 
with the opinion that they themselves are in all things the wisest of 
all. For it’s clear that if they neither debated correctly nor appeared 
to do so to those young men, or again, if in appearing to debate 
correctly they didn’t seem thoughtful through their disputing, hardly 
anyone—to quote you—would have wanted to give them money to 
become their student in these same matters. 


Theaetetus: Hardly anyone, to be sure. 
Stranger: But now, do people in fact want to? 
Theaetetus: Very much so. 


Stranger: The reason, I suppose, is that they themselves seem to be in a 


knowledgeable condition regarding those very things they debate about. 


the dialogue Protagoras Plato makes him say that unlike other sophists who 
try to disguise themselves, he grants that he is indeed a sophist and that he 
educates people (317 B). Among his writings was a large treatise called 
Counterarguments or Debates ( Antilogiat) which contained, along with parts 
on the gods and on Being, articles on the various kinds of expertise, among 
them one article entitled “On Wrestling.” The Greek verb connected with 
Antilogiat, antilegein, “to counterargue” or “to talk against,” which we 
translate “to debate,” abounds in this section. 
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Theaetetus: Of course. 

Stranger: And they bring this off, we’re saying, regarding all things? 
Theaetetus: Yes. 

Stranger: Then in all things they appear wise to their students. 
Theaetetus: Certainly. 

Stranger: Although they aren’t, for that was shown to be impossible. 
Theaetetus: Of course it’s impossible. 


Stranger: Then the sophist—the professor of wisdom—has come 
to light as someone who has a certain opinion-producing knowl- 
edge about all things, but not true knowledge. 


Theaetetus: That’s altogether so, and what was said just now is very 
likely the most correct thing said about them yet. 


Stranger: In that case, let’s get hold of some clearer model in these 
matters. 


Theaetetus: What model? 
Stranger: This one—and try to put your mind to answering really well. 
Theaetetus: What are you asking? 


Stranger: Whether someone might claim that he knew not how to 
speak nor how to debate but how to make and do all things by 
virtue of one expertise. 


Theaetetus: How do you mean “all”? 


Stranger: Why, your ignorance goes right back to the beginning of 
what we said. For you seem not to understand “all things.” 


Theaetetus: I dont. 


Stranger: In that case, I mean you and me among “all things” and, 
besides us, the other animals and the trees. 


Theaetetus: What are you getting at? 


Stranger: Whether someone might claim that he’ll make me and 
you and all other things that grow. 


Theaetetus: Meaning what exactly by “making”? For surely you don’t 
mean some sort of farmer, since you said he was also a maker of animals. 


Stranger: Yes, and what’s more, of the sea and the earth and the 
heavens and the gods and all other things. And furthermore, after 
he’s quickly made each of them, he sells them off for very small change. 
Theaetetus: You're playing some joke! 


Stranger: Really? Don’t we have to regard it as a joke when some- 
one says that he knows everything and would teach it to another for 
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a little money and in a little time? 
Theaetetus: Entirely so, I suppose. 


Stranger: And do you know a more artful or delightful form of joke 
than the imitative one? 


Theaetetus: Certainly not, for by collecting everything into one, 
you’ve described a form that’s huge and pretty complex. 


Stranger: Then I suppose we know this: that the man who promises to 
be able to make everything by one art will be able, by the art of drawing, 
to produce imitations and namesakes of the things that ave. And by 
displaying these drawings at a distance, he’ll be able to fool the 
more thoughtless among the young children into believing that he’s 
eminently capable of accomplishing in deed whatever he wanted to do. 


Theaetetus: Of course. 


Stranger: What next: Shouldn’t we expect that there’s some other, 
speech-related art by which it happens to be possible again to enchant 
the young—this time with speeches through the ears—while they are 
yet standing off at a distance from the affairs of truth? These people 
display spoken images of all things so as to make it seem that they are 
spoken truly and hence that the speaker is the wisest of all in all things. 


Theaetetus: Why wouldn’t there be some other such art? 


Stranger: Won't most of those who were listening at the time, 
Theaetetus, be compelled to change the opinions they formed, once 
enough time has gone by for them and age advances and they are 
thrown in closely with things as they ave and are forced through 
suffering to get a clear hold of these things? And so, won’t what was 
great appear small, and what was easy hard? And won’t all the speech- 
apparitions be overturned every which way by the deeds that have 
come home to them in the doings of life? 


Theaetetus: As far as someone of my age can judge. But I think I too 
am one of those who are still standing off at a distance. 


Stranger: Therefore all of us here will try—and are now trying—to bring 
you as close as possible without the sufferings. But tell me this about the 
sophist: Is it now clear that he’s one of the enchanters, since he’s an 
imitator of the things that ave? Or are we still hesitating, in case he turns 
out truly to have knowledge about all those things he seems able to 
debate about? 


Theaetetus: How could he, stranger? Surely, given what’s been said, it’s 
now fairly clear that he’s one of those who take part in playing jokes. 


Stranger: Then certainly we must set him down as a sort of enchanter 
and hence imitator. 
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Theaetetus: We must. 


Stranger: Come, it’s our job nght now not to let the beast get away any 
longer. For we’ve almost got him surrounded, caught in a net of those 
devices men use in arguments about such things. So at least he won’t 
escape this— 

Theaetetus: What? 

Stranger: The charge that he’s some one of the wonder-working kind. 
Theaetetus: This seems right about him to me too. 


Stranger: Then it has been resolved: We are to divide the image- 
making art as quickly as possible and make our descent within it. 
Should the sophist confront us right off, we are to seize him by order 
of Royal Reason, and we are to display our quarry as we hand him 
over. Should, however, the sophist plunge down somewhere among 
the parts of the imitative art, we are to follow him closely, always 
dividing the part that receives him, until he is caught. In any event, 
neither he nor any other kind is ever to boast of escaping the Way of 
those who can pursue matters both piecemeal and over all. 


Theaetetus: Youve put it well; we must do it in just this way. 


Stranger: Then according to our earlier way of dividing, I for one now 
appear to see two forms of the imitative art. But as yet I don’t seem able 
to understand in which of the two the “look” we’re seeking turns up. 


Theaetetus: Still, you speak first and divide for us the pair you mean. 


Stranger: I see the likeness-making art as one part within the 
imitative. And this art is present above all when someone produces 
the generating of an imitation according to the proportions of the 
model in length and breadth and depth and, in addition to this, 
gives it colors that suit each of its parts. 


Theaetetus: What? Don’t all those who imitate anything try to do 
this? 


Stranger: Not those who sculpt or draw some large-scale work, I 
suppose. For if they were to render the true proportions of beauti- 
ful things, you know that the upper parts would appear smaller than 
they should and the lower parts larger. The reason is that the former 
are seen by us at a distance but the latter close up. 


Theaetetus: By all means. 


Stranger: So isn’t it the case that craftsmen nowadays, bidding farewell 
to the truth, produce within their images not the genuine proportions 
but only those that seem beautiful: 


Theaetetus: By all means. 
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Stranger: Then isn’t it just to call the other image, since it is like, a 
likeness ? 


Theaetetus: Yes. 


Stranger: And mustn’t we call the part of the imitative art that applies 
itself to this just what we called it before—“likeness-making?” 


Theaetetus: We must. 


Stranger: And what about this: What do we call that which appears to 
be like the beautiful only because it’s seen from an unbeautiful point of 
view, but which, if someone were empowered to see things that large 
adequately, wouldn’t even seem to be like what it claims to be like? 
Since it appears but is not like, shouldn’t we call it an apparition: 


Theaetetus: Certainly. 


Stranger: And isn’t this a huge part both of painting and of the 
imitative art as a whole? 


Theaetetus: Of course. 


Stranger: Then wouldn’t we be most correct to name the art that 
produces an apparition but not a likeness “apparition-making”? 


Theaetetus: Very much so. 


Stranger: This, then, is the dual form of image-making I meant: 
likeness-making and apparition-making. 


Theaetetus: Correct. 


Stranger: And even now I’m not yet able to behold clearly what I was 
of two minds about then—in which of the two the sophist must be put. 
But the man is wondrous in his very being and utterly difficult to keep 
in our sights, since even now he’s fled, in very good and clever fashion, 
down into a form that offers no passage for our tracking. 


Theaetetus: So it seems. 


Stranger: Are you assenting, then, because you recognize this to be 
the case? Or did some impulse sweep you along to speedy assent 
because the account has accustomed you to it? 


Theaetetus: What do you mean? And why did you say that? 


Stranger: The speculation we’re in, bless you, is genuinely difficult in 
every way. For this business of appearing and seeming but not being, 
and of saying things but not true ones—all these matters are always 
full of perplexity, now as in time past. For how, in speaking, one is 
to say or to opine that falsehoods genuinely are, and not, in having 
uttered this, be hemmed in by contradiction—this, Theaetetus, is 
in every way difficult to understand. 


Theaetetus: Why is that? 
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Stranger: This sentence has dared to suppose that Non-being zs. 
For otherwise falsehood would not come to be what it is. But 
Parmenides the Great, my boy, beginning when we were boys and 
to the end, would testify stoutly and speak repeatedly—in prose as 
well as in meter—thus 


This [he says | should not ever prevail in your thought: that the things 
that are not, are, Rather do keep your mind well shut off from just 
this way in searching. 
So that’s the testimony from him; and the account itself, when put 
to a fair test, would show what he means most of all. Let’s look first 
at this, if it doesn’t make any difference to you. 


Theaetetus: Do suppose that I will agree to whatever you wish; and 
when you see how the argument is best pursued, go that way your- 
self and take me down that path. 

Stranger: V\l do that. And tell me: I suppose we do dare to pronounce 
Utter-non-being? 

Theaetetus: Of course. 

Stranger: If, then, not as a point of contention or a joke but in earnest, 
one of Parmenides’ listeners had to think it out and to answer the 
question, “Where must this name Non-being be applied?,” how do 
we think he would use the name—for what purpose and for what sort 
of thing? And how would he show this to the one who inquired? 
Theaetetus: You asked a hard question, one that leaves someone like 
me, I might say, entirely at an impasse. 

Stranger: But this at least is clear: that “Non-being” must not be 
applied to any beings. 

Theaetetus: How could it be? 


Stranger: Now if it could not be applied to a being, then anyone 
who applied it to “some” would not apply it correctly. 


Theaetetus: How could he? 


Stranger: And this is in any case apparent to us: that we always use 
this expression “some” of a being. For to use it alone, naked and 
isolated, as it were, from all the beings—that’s impossible. Or isn’t it? 


Theaetetus: It’s impossible. 


Stranger: Are you then agreeing because you see that there’s a necessity 
for him who says “some” to be saying “some one”? 


Theaetetus: Just so. 


Stranger: For you will say that singular “some” is in fact a sign of 
one, dual “some” of two, and plural “some” of many. 
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Theaetetus: Of course. 


Stranger: And so it’s utterly necessary, it seems, that he who says 
“not some” is saying no-thing at all. 


Theaetetus: Utterly necessary. 


Stranger: Then we mustn’t grant even this much: that such a man 
speaks although he says nothing. Mustn’t we instead declare that 
whoever tries to pronounce non-being does not even speak: 


Theaetetus: Then the account would reach its ultimate perplexity. 


Stranger: Don’t start talking big yet. For, bless you, the biggest 
and first of perplexities in these matters is still before us. For this 
perplexity turns out to be about the very beginning of the matter. 


Theaetetus: What do you mean? Speak and don’t hold anything back. 


Stranger: | suppose that one of the things that ave may come to be 
joined with another? 


Theaetetus: Of course. 


Stranger: But will we claim that one of the things that ave can come 
to be joined to non-being? 


Theaetetus: How could that be? 


Stranger: Now we set down number as a whole among the things 
that are. 


Theaetetus: Certainly, if we must set down anything else as being. 


Stranger: Then let us in no way attempt to apply plurality or unity 
of number to Non-being. 


Theaetetus: The account asserts, it seems, that it would not be right 
for us to attempt this. 


Stranger: How, then, could someone utter through his mouth or 
even grasp in his thought Non-beings or Non-being apart from 
number? 


Theaetetus: Say where number comes in. 


Stranger: Whenever we say “non-beings,” aren’t we attempting to 
add plurality of number to them? 


Theaetetus: Certainly. 

Stranger: And whenever “non-being,” unity? 

Theaetetus: Very clearly. 

Stranger: And yet, we claim it’s neither just nor correct to link be- 
ing with non-being. 


Theaetetus: You speak very truly. 
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Stranger: Do you see then, that it’s not possible correctly to utter 
or speak or think Non-being all by itself—that it is unthinkable and 
unspeakable and unutterable and irrational? 

Theaetetus: That’s altogether so. 


Stranger: Then did I speak falsely just now when I said I was going 
to speak of the biggest perplexity concerning it? 


Theaetetus: Can we speak of one still bigger than this? 


Stranger: You’re marvelous! Don’t you see that by the very things 
we’ve said, Non-being puts its refuter too into perplexity, and that 
as a result, whenever someone attempts to refute it, he’s compelled 
to contradict himself about it? 


Theaetetus: What do you mean? Speak still more clearly. 


Stranger: You mustn’t look for greater clarity within me. For while 
supposing that Non-being must participate in neither one nor many, 
a little while ago and right now I’ve spoken of it as one. For I am 
saying “Non-being.” You do understand: 

Theaetetus: Yes. 


Stranger: And yet just a little while ago, I claimed: It zs unutterable 
and unspeakable and irrational. Do you follow me? 


Theaetetus: Of course I follow. 


Stranger: Then in trying to attach “to be,” I was contradicting what 
was said earlier. 


Theaetetus: Apparently. 


Stranger: What about this: In attaching “to be,” wasn’t I conversing 
with it as though it were a one? 


Theaetetus: Yes. 


Stranger: And furthermore, in calling it irrational and inexpressible 
and unutterable, wasn’t I making my speech as though to a one? 


Theaetetus: Of course. 


Stranger: But we are affirming that if indeed someone is to speak 
correctly, he must not mark it off either as one or as many or even 
summon it at all; for even with this very act of accosting he’d be 
addressing it in the form of a one. 


Theaetetus: Altogether so. 


Stranger: In that case, alas, what more can be said on my behalf? 
For in time past and at present you would find me worsted in the 
refutation of Non-being. So as I was saying, let’s not keep looking 
in my speech for correct speaking about Non-being. But come now, 
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let’s look for it in you. 
Theaetetus: What are you saying? 


Stranger: Come on now, since you are young, exert yourself well and 
nobly for us with all your power! Try to utter something correct about 
Non-being, adding to it neither being nor unity nor plurality of number. 


Theaetetus: But a great and absurd zeal for the undertaking would 
have to possess me if, seeing you suffer all these things, I were to 
undertake it myself. 


Stranger: Well if that’s the way it looks to you, let’s bid farewell to 
you and me. But until we hit upon someone who has the power to 
do this, let’s say that the sophist, in the sneakiest way, has slunk 
down into a place with no passage. 


Theaetetus: It very much appears that way. 


Stranger: So then, if we say that he has some apparition-making art, 
he’ll easily get a hold on us for our want of words and twist our 
arguments into their contraries. When we call him “image-maker,” 
he’ll interrogate us about what in the world we mean by “image.” So, 
Theaetetus, we must see how one is to answer the young man on this 
question. 


Theaetetus: It’s clear that we'll say “the images in water and in mir- 
rors, and what’s more, painted ones and sculpted ones and all the 
other things which, although of this sort, are different.” 


Stranger: You show, Theaetetus, that you’ve never seen a sophist. 
Theaetetus: Why? 


Stranger: He’ll seem to you to have his eyes shut or not to have any 
at all. 


Theaetetus: How’s that? 


Stranger: When you give him this answer—if you speak to him of 
something in mirrors or of molded figurines—he’ll laugh at your words 
when you speak to him as if he could see. And he’ll pretend to recognize 
neither mirrors nor water surfaces nor vision in general, but he’ll ask you 
only about what comes from your words. 


Theaetetus: What’s that? 


Stranger: What runs through all of these that you said were many 
and yet thought worthy to call by one name, uttering “image” for 
them all as if they were one thing. So speak and defend yourself, and 
don’t in any way give in to the man. 


Theaetetus: But stranger, what would we say an image was if not 
another such thing made similar to the true one? 
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Stranger: Are you saying “another such true one,” or in what sense 
are you using “such”? 


Theaetetus: No way in the sense of “true,” but rather “like.” 
Stranger: But by “the true” you mean “what genuinely zs”? 
Theaetetus: Just so. 

Stranger: Well then, isn’t the “not true” the contrary of the true? 
Theaetetus: Certainly. 


Stranger: Then you say the like genuinely zs not, if you call it “not 
true.” 


Theaetetus: Yet in some way it ts, after all. 

Stranger: But not truly, as you say. 

Theaetetus: No, I admit, except it’s genuinely a likeness. 

Stranger: Then what we call a likeness genuinely is in not genuinely 
being. 

Theaetetus: Non-being does risk being entwined in some such in- 
terweaving with Being, and a very absurd one too. 


Stranger: Of course it’s absurd. You see, then, that through this 
interchange the many-headed sophist has once more compelled us 
to agree, though not willingly, that Non-being somehow zs. 


Theaetetus: I see it all too well. 


Stranger: Well then, will we be able to remain consonant with our- 
selves in marking off his expertise? 


Theaetetus: Where are you looking? And what are you afraid of when 
you say that? 


Stranger: Regarding apparitions, whenever we say that he deceives 
and that his expertise is a sort of “deception-inducing,” then shall 
we say that our soul is induced by his expertise to opine falsely? Or 
what shall we say? 


Theaetetus: Say that, for what else would we say? 


Stranger: And in turn opinion will be false when it opines the 
contrary of things that are? 


Theaetetus: Yes, the contrary. 


Stranger: Then do you say that false opinion opines things that are 
note 


Theaetetus: It’s necessary. 


Stranger: Does it opine that things that are not, are not, or that 
things that in no way are, are somehow? 
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Theaetetus: It must be that things that are not, ave somehow, if 
anyone is ever to think falsely even in the slightest. 


Stranger: Well, and does it not also opine that things that wholly 
are, in NO way are? 


Theaetetus: Yes. 
Stranger: And this too is falsehood? 
Theaetetus: This too. 


Stranger: And a sentence will, I think, be considered false in the same 
way: when it says that things that ave, are not and that things that 
are not, are. 


Theaetetus: In what other way could it happen? 


Stranger: In almost no other way. But the sophist won’t assent to 
this. Or by what shift will any reasonable man grant it, when the 
matters we came to agreement about earlier were fully agreed to be 
unutterable and unspeakable and irrational and unthinkable? Do 
we understand, Theaetetus, what he’s saying? 


Theaetetus: Of course we understand: he’ll claim that when we dare to 
say that false things are present in opinions and statements, we’re con- 
tradicting what was said just now. For, he’ll claim, we keep on being 
compelled to attach Being to Non-being, although we fully agreed 
just now that this is the most impossible of all things. 


Stranger: You’ve remembered correctly. But the hour has clearly 
come for us to take counsel on what must be done about the soph- 
ist. For you see how many and how inventive are the objections and 
impasses that arise whenever we track him by putting him in the art 
of falsehood-workers and enchanters. 


Theaetetus: Very much so. 


Stranger: In fact we’ve gone through only a small part of them, since 
they are, so to speak, unlimited in number. 


Theaetetus: If that’s the case, it would be impossible, it seems, to 
get hold of the sophist. 


Stranger: What? Are we such softies that we’re going to give in now? 


Theaetetus: Pm not saying we should, not if we can get a hold on 
the man even a little. 


Stranger: You'll pardon me then and be content, as you’ve just sug- 
gested, if in some way we pull back a bit from his mighty argument? 


Theaetetus: Of course Pll pardon you. 


D Stranger: Then [ll make one further request of you. 
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Theaetetus: What’s that? 
Stranger: Don’t suppose that I’m becoming a sort of parricide. 
Theaetetus: What! 


Stranger: In defending ourselves we’ll be compelled to put the 
argument of my father Parmenides to the test, and to force our way 
to the conclusion that Non-being in some respect zs and that Being 
in turn zs mot in some way. 


Theaetetus: It’s apparent that we must do battle for some such thing 
in our arguments. 


Stranger: Of course it’s apparent, even to a blind man, as the saying 
goes. For as long as these things are neither refuted nor agreed upon, 
hardly anyone who talks about false speeches or opinions—whether 
about images or likenesses or imitations or apparitions themselves or 
about all the arts that concern them—hardly anyone will be able to 
avoid being ridiculous, since he’ll be compelled to contradict himself. 


Theaetetus: Very true. 


Stranger: That’s exactly why we must now dare to take on the paternal 
argument. Or else, if some scruple prevents us from doing this, we 
must let the whole thing go. 


Theaetetus: But nothing at all should prevent us in any way 
whatsoever. 


Stranger: In that case, I'll make yet a third little request of you. 
Theaetetus: You have only to say what it is. 


Stranger: A little while ago I spoke and said that I’ve always shrunk 
back from the refutation in these matters, and so I do right now. 


Theaetetus: That’s what you said. 


Stranger: In fact, Pm afraid that on account of what I said, this time 
yow’ll think ’m mad for having turned my position upside down on 
the spur of the moment. You see, it’s for your sake that we’ll take on 
the refutation of the argument—if, that is, we do refute it. 
Theaetetus: Since I won’t think anything you’re doing is at all dis- 
cordant, should you set out on this refutation and proof, do so 
boldly as far as that’s concerned. 

Stranger: Come then, with what beginning could one begin a dan- 
ger-ridden argument? Ah, my boy, I think the most compelling way 
for us to take is this. 

Theaetetus: What way? 


Stranger: First of all, to examine what now seems evident, so that 
we’re not in confusion about these things and easily agree with one 
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another as if our judgement were good. 
Theaetetus: Say more clearly what you mean. 


Stranger: It seems to me that Parmenides and everybody else talked 
to us casually when they rushed into a judgement about marking 
off the “how many” and the “what sort” of beings. 


Theaetetus: How so? 


Stranger: Some sort of story, that’s what each appears to me to have 
told us, as though we were children. One tells us that the beings are 
three, that at one time some of them make war on each other some- 
how, and at another time, when they’ve become friends, they have 
marriages and children and provide nurture for their offspring. An- 
other, who says the beings are two—” wet and dry” or “hot and cold”— 
settles them and gives them away in marriage. And the Eleatic tribe in 
our regions, starting from Xenophanes? and even before that, explains 
in stories that “all things,” as they are called, are in fact one. Then some 
Ionian and later some Sicilian Muses realized that it was safest to weave 
together both views and say that Being is both many and one, and 
that it is held together by enmity and friendship. The reason is that 
it continuously comes together in differing with itself—so say the 
more high-strung of the Muses. But the softer ones relaxed this 
constant tension and say that sometimes, under the influence of 
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and at war with itself through some strife. Whether anyone of them 
spoke truly about these things or not, it is harsh and discordant to 
censure so heavily such famous and ancient men. But this much can 
be asserted without reproach. 


Theaetetus: What’s that? 


Stranger: That they too often overlooked and made too little of us 
ordinary people. For without caring whether we follow them as they 
speak or are left behind, each of them goes on to reach his own 
conclusion. 


Theaetetus: What do you mean? 


Stranger: When anyone of them makes utterance and says that many 
or one or two ave or have come to be or are becoming, and again, that 
hot is mixed with cold, and somewhere else hypothesizes separations 
and mixtures—do you, Theaetetus, ever understand what in the 
gods’ name they are saying? For my part, when I was younger, when- 
ever someone would mention this thing that now perplexes us, 


3 Aristotle reports that Xenophanes was “a unifier—the first of them—for Parmenides 
was said to be one who learned from him . . .” (Metaphysics 986 b 22). 
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namely Non-being, I thought I had a precise understanding of it. 
But now you see how far we’ve gone into an impasse about it. 


Theaetetus: I do see. 


Stranger: Perhaps, then, it may be that our souls have no less caught 
the same condition concerning Being: we claim to have clear passage 
and to understand, whenever someone utters it, but we don’t claim 
this about the other, although we’re in a similar situation with respect 
to both. 


Theaetetus: Perhaps. 


Stranger: And let’s say the same thing about the other matters we 
spoke of before. 


Theaetetus: Entirely so. 


Stranger: Many of these matters we’ll look into later, if you agree, but 
for now let’s look into their greatest and first originator. 


Theaetetus: What are you referring to? Or is it clear that you’re 
saying we must first track down what in the world those who speak 
of Being think they are revealing? 


Stranger: Theaetetus, you’ve caught on right away. For I say that at 
this point we must conduct our pursuit by examining them as if they 
were present. Here’s how: “Come then, all of you who say that all 
things are hot or cold or some such two—what are you uttering that 
applies to both, when you declare both and each to Je? How are we 
to understand this ‘to be’ of yours? Is it a third besides those two, 
and should we posit that, according to you, the All is three and no 
longer two? For surely when you call the one or the other of the 
pair Being, you’re not saying that both similarly ave. For in both 
cases, the pair would be pretty much one but not two.” 


Theaetetus: What you say is true. 
Stranger: “But do you want to call both together being?” 
Theaetetus: Perhaps. 


Stranger: “But friends,” we’ll declare, “even so, the two would be 
said to be very clearly one.” 


Theaetetus: You’ve spoken very correctly. 


Stranger: “Then since we’ve reached an impasse, you make suffi- 
ciently apparent to us what in the world you want to point to when- 
ever you utter ‘being.’ For it’s clear that you’ve recognized these 
things for a long time, while we supposed we knew earlier, but have 
now reached an impasse. So teach us this very thing first of all, so that 
we may not opine that we understand what’s said by you when the 
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B complete contrary is the case.” In saying and demanding such things 


of these men and the others who say that the All is more than one, 
will we, my boy, strike a false note? 


Theaetetus: Not in the least. 


Stranger: And what about this: Mustn’t we learn as best we can from 
those who say that the All is one what in the world they say Being is? 


Theaetetus: Of course. 


Stranger: Then let them answer this: “I suppose you claim that one 
alone zs.” “We do,” they will claim. Isn’t this so? 
Theaetetus: Yes. 

Stranger: “What about this: Do you call something ‘being’?” 
Theaetetus: Yes. 


Stranger: “Is it the very thing you call ‘one’-—using two names for 
the same thing—or what?” 


Theaetetus: What’s their answer to this, Stranger? 


Stranger: It’s clear, Theaetetus, that it’s not at all easy for the man 
who assumes this hypothesis to answer what’s now being asked—or 
anything else. 


Theaetetus: How so? 


Stranger: I suppose it’s ridiculous for the man who posits nothing 
but one to agree that two names are. 


Theaetetus: Of course. 


Stranger: And all in all it would not be reasonable to be receptive to 
one who says that any name zs. 


Theaetetus: In what way? 


Stranger: I suppose that in positing the name as other than the 
thing, he asserts a pair. 


Theaetetus: Yes. 


Stranger: Moreover, if he posits the name as the same as the thing, 
either he’ll be compelled to say that it’s the name of nothing; or if he 
claims that it’s the name of something, it will follow that the name is 
only the name of a name and of nothing else. 


Theaetetus: Just so. 


Stranger: And “the One” will be the name that goes with One; and 
the One will in turn go with the name. 


Theaetetus: That’s necessary. 
Stranger: And what about this: Will they claim that the Whole is 
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other than the One that zs or the same as it? 
Theaetetus: They surely will and do claim that it’s the same. 
Stranger: Well then, if the Whole is, just as Parmenides too says, 


Like to the mass of a sphere nicely rounded from every direction, 
Out from the center well-matched in all ways. For no greater 
Nor any smaller it needs must turn out, both on this and on that side, 


then in being such, Being has a center and extremes, and in having 
these, it must with every necessity have parts. Or how is it? 


Theaetetus: Just so. 


Stranger: Still, nothing prevents that which is divided into parts 
from being affected by the One over all its parts, and from being in 
this way one, since it is both all and whole. 


Theaetetus: Certainly. 


Stranger: But isn’t it impossible for what is so affected to be itself 
the One itself? 


Theaetetus: How’s that? 


Stranger: Surely, it is necessary that the truly One be declared en- 
tirely partless, according to the correct account. 


Theaetetus: It must be. 


Stranger: But that other sort of one, since it is made out of many 
parts, will not harmonize with this account. 


Theaetetus: I understand. 


Stranger: Then is it the case that Being will be both one and whole 
in this way—by being affected by the One? Or shall we deny that 
Being is in any way whole? 

Theaetetus: You've thrown a tough choice before us. 

Stranger: Certainly, what you say is very true. For Being, if it is 
affected so as to be somehow one, will show itself to be not the 
same as the One, and all things will in fact be more than one. 


Theaetetus: Yes. 


Stranger: And yet, ifindeed Being is not a whole through having been 
affected by the One, and if the Whole itself zs, then it turns out that 
Being lacks itself. 


Theaetetus: Entirely so. 


Stranger: And so, according to this account, Being, since it is de- 
prived of itself, will be not-being. 


Theaetetus: Just so. 
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Stranger: And again, all things come to be more than one, since both 
Being and the Whole have separately taken on a nature peculiar to each. 


Theaetetus: Yes. 


Stranger: But if the Whole zs vot at all, these same difficulties pertain 
to Being. And in addition to not being, it could not even have ever 
come to be. 


Theaetetus: Why is that: 


Stranger: What comes to be has always come to be as a whole. So that 
if someone doesn’t posit the Whole among the things that ave, he must 
address neither beinghood nor becoming as something that zs. 


Theaetetus: That seems to be altogether the case. 


Stranger: And furthermore, it’s necessary that the Non-whole not 
be “so much” at all. For if it is “so much,” however much that 
might be, it is necessarily that much as a whole. 


Theaetetus: Exactly. 


Stranger: And so, thousands of other difficulties, each bringing on 
boundless impasses, will come to light for the one who says that 
Being is either two or only one. 


Theaetetus: All the difficulties that are now dawning upon us make 
that pretty clear. For they are linked together, the one sprung from 
the other, bringing greater and more grievous wandering in what 
we kept saying earlier. 


Stranger: Moreover, we haven’t gone through all those who speak 
precisely about Being and Non-being; however, let this suffice. But we 
must turn our gaze to those who speak in a different way, so that we may 
know from every quarter that there’s no easier passage when we say what 
Being is than what Non-being is. 


Theaetetus: In that case, we must pass on to those as well. 


Stranger: And it does seem that among them there is a sort of Battle 
of the Gods and Giants,* because of the dispute they have with each 
other about beinghood. 


Theaetetus: How so? 


Stranger: Those on one side drag all things down out of the heavens 
and the invisible realm, literally grabbing rocks and trees with their 
hands. They grasp all such things and maintain strenuously that that 
alone zs which allows for some touching and embracing. For they 
mark off beinghood and body as the same; and if anyone from the 


* The attempt of the earth-born monsters called “giants” to dethrone the 
Olympian gods. The giants lost. 
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other side says that something is that has no body, they despise him 
totally and don’t want to listen to anything else. 


Theaetetus: These certainly are terrible men you’ve told of. For even 
I have already run into packs of them. 


Stranger: That’s why those who dispute with them defend themselves 
very cautiously out of some invisible place on high, forcing true 
beinghood to be certain thought-things and disembodied forms. But 

C the bodies of their opponents and what these men call truth, they bust 
up into small pieces in their arguments and call it, instead of beinghood, 
some sort of swept-along becoming. And between these two, 
Theaetetus, a tremendous sort of battle over these things has forever 
been joined. 


Theaetetus: True. 


Stranger: Let us therefore obtain an account from both kinds of 
men in turn on behalf of the beinghood they posit. 
Theaetetus: How then shall we obtain it? 
Stranger: From those who posit beinghood in the forms it’s easier. For 
they are more tame. But from those who drag everything by force into 

D body it’s harder, and perhaps even close to impossible. But this is how 
it seems to me we have to deal with them. 
Theaetetus: How: 
Stranger: The chief thing would be, if it were in any way possible, to 
make them better in deed. But if there’s no room for that, let’s make 
them better in speech. Let’s assume they’d answer in a more law- 
abiding way than they’re now willing to do. For what’s been agreed 
on by better people has more authority than what’s agreed on by 
worse. But we don’t care about these people—it’s the truth we seek. 

E Theaetetus: Absolutely right. 
Stranger: Then urge these people who’ve become better to answer 
you, and interpret what’s said by them. 
Theaetetus: I will. 
Stranger: Let them say whether they claim there is such a thing as a 
mortal animal. 
Theaetetus: Of course. 
Stranger: And don’t they agree that this is an ensouled body? 
Theaetetus: Entirely so. 
Stranger: Positing soul as one of the things that are? 

247 A Theaetetus: Yes. 
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Stranger: What about this: Don’t they affirm that one soul is just and 
another unjust, and that one is thoughtful and another thoughtless? 


Theaetetus: Certainly. 


Stranger: But don’t they affirm that each soul becomes just by the pos- 
session and presence of justice, and becomes the contrary by the posses- 
sion and presence of their contraries? 


Theaetetus: Yes, they also affirm these things. 


Stranger: Yet surely they’ll affirm that what has the power to be- 
come present to or absent from something certainly zs something. 


Theaetetus: They certainly do affirm this. 


Stranger: Then since justice and thoughtfulness and the rest of vir- 
tue and their contraries are, and since, moreover, the soul within 
which these arise zs, do they affirm that any of them is visible and 
touchable or that all are invisible? 


Theaetetus: That hardly any of these at least is visible. 


Stranger: And what about the things we mentioned? Do they assert 
that they have some body? 


Theaetetus: They no longer respond to all this in the same way. But 
the soul itself seems to them to possess a sort of body; and as for 
thoughtfulness and each of the other things you were asking about— 
they’re ashamed at daring either to agree that they are not among the 
things that ave or to maintain strenuously that all these things are bodies. 


Stranger: Clearly, Theaetetus, our men have become better, since the 
earth-sown and earth-born® among them would feel shame at none of 
this. Instead they’d contend that whatever they have no power to squeeze 
in their hands is—all of it—for just this reason nothing at all. 


Theaetetus: Yow’re saying pretty much what they think. 


Stranger: Then let’s go back to questioning them. For if they’re willing 
to grant that any of the things that ave, however small, is bodiless, that’s 
enough. Then they must tell us what is the inborn nature common to 
both these things and those that have body, that is, what they have in 
view when they assert that both ave. But perhaps they’d be perplexed. If 
they have been affected in this way, consider whether—if we made 
them an offer—they’d be willing to accept and agree that Being is 
this sort of thing. 


Theaetetus: What sort? Speak up, and we’ll soon know. 
5’ Cadmus, the mythical founder of Thebes, killed a dragon whose teeth he sowed 


in the earth to reap a harvest of mutually murderous aboriginal warriors, “the 
Sown;” the survivors became the nobility of the city. 
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Stranger: I say, then, that what possesses any sort of power—whether 
for making anything at all, of whatever nature, other than it is or for 
being affected even the least bit by the meagerest thing, even if only 
once—I say that all this zs in its very being. For I set down as a 
boundary marking off the things that ave, that their being is noth- 
ing else but power. 

Theaetetus: Well, seeing that they themselves have nothing better 
than this to say at present, they accept it. 

Stranger: Beautiful. Perhaps later some other boundary may become 
apparent to us and to them. For now let this stand as something 
agreed upon by us and those men. 

Theaetetus: It stands. 


Stranger: Then let’s approach the others, the Friends of the Forms. 
And you interpret for us what’s said on their side too. 


Theaetetus: I will. 


Stranger: “You speak of becoming and divide off beinghood as some- 
thing separate from it, I suppose. Don’t you?” 


Theaetetus: Yes. 


Stranger: “And you declare that with the body, through sensing, 
we commune with becoming, while with the soul, through reason- 
ing, we relate to genuine beinghood, which always persists in just 
the same condition, while becoming is in a different condition at 
different times.” 


Theaetetus: That’s certainly what we declare. 


Stranger: “But, you best of all men, what shall we declare you mean 
by this ‘communing’ that spans both?” Isn’t it the very thing we 
said just now? 


Theaetetus: What was that? 


Stranger: A being affected or a doing arising from some power and 
whose source is the coming together of things, one against the other. 
Maybe, Theaetetus, you don’t hear their answer to this; but I do, 
perhaps because of my habitual dealings with them. 


Theaetetus: Then what account do they give when they speak: 


Stranger: They don’t grant us the very thing we said just now to 
the earth-born about beinghood. 


Theaetetus: What was that? 


Stranger: | suppose we set down the following boundary for the 
things that are as adequate: “whenever the power to be affected or 
to act is present in something even in the slightest”? 
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Theaetetus: Yes. 

Stranger: In response to this, they say that becoming partakes of a 
power of being affected and doing; but they declare that the power 
of neither of these fits with beinghood. 

Theaetetus: And isn’t there something in what they say? 

Stranger: Yes, to which we must say that we still need to learn from 
them more clearly whether they agree that the soul recognizes and 
that beinghood is recognized. 

Theaetetus: Surely they declare this much. 

Stranger: What about this: “Do you declare that recognizing or 
being recognized is a doing, or a being affected, or both? Or that 
one is a being affected and the other a doing? Or that neither has a 
share in either of these in any way whatsoever?” 

Theaetetus: Clearly that neither has a share in either, or else they’d 
be contradicting what they said earlier. 

Stranger: I understand. This at least is the case: that if in fact to 
recognize is to do something, then it follows in turn that the thing 
recognized necessarily is affected. Now beinghood, according to 
this account, is recognized by the act of recognition; and insofar as 
it is recognized, it is to that extent moved through being affected, 
which, we declare, would not have come about for what keeps still. 
Theaetetus: Right. 

Stranger: What the Zeus! Shall we be that easily persuaded that 
motion and life and soul and thought are truly not present in ut- 
terly complete Being? That it neither lives nor thinks; but awful and 
holy, not possessed of mind, it stands there, not to be moved? 
Theaetetus: That, Stranger, would be a terrible account to grant. 
Stranger: But are we to say that it has mind and not life? 
Theaetetus: How could we? 


Stranger: But do we say that both of these are in it, and then go on 
to deny that it has them in a soul? 


Theaetetus: And in what other way would it have them? 


Stranger: Then will we really say that it has mind and life and soul 
and yet, although ensouled, stands entirely immovable? 


Theaetetus: To me that appears entirely irrational. 


Stranger: So we must grant that the moved and motion are things 
that are. 


Theaetetus: Of course. 
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Stranger: Thus the outcome is, Theaetetus, that if the things that ave 
are immovable, there is mind in nothing about nothing nowhere. 


Theaetetus: Exactly. 


Stranger: And yet, if we grant that all things are borne about and 
moving, we shall exclude, by that very account, this same mind 
from the things that are. 


Theaetetus: How? 


Stranger: Do you think that being in the same respect and in like 
manner and about the same thing would ever come to be apart 
from rest? 


Theaetetus: Never. 


Stranger: Well then, without these do you see how mind could be 
or ever come to be anywhere? 


Theaetetus: Not in the least. 


Stranger: So we must surely fight, using every argument, against 
him who first makes knowledge or thoughtfulness or mind disap- 
pear and then makes strong assertions about anything in any way. 


Theaetetus: Definitely. 


Stranger: Then for the man who is philosophical and thus most 
respects these things, there is every compulsion, it seems, just because 
of them, not to be receptive to people who say that the All is at rest 
either as a one or even in many forms. Nor again must he listen at all to 
those who move Being every which way. But he must assert—as in the 


children’s prayer “Whatever is inmovable and moved”—that Being 
and the All consist of both together. 


Theaetetus: Very true. 


Stranger: Well then, don’t we appear at this point to have pretty 
well encompassed Being in an account? 


Theaetetus: By all means. 

Stranger: Hold it, Theaetetus! It seems to me, we’re now on the verge 
of recognizing the perplexity that belongs to the inquiry into Being. 
Theaetetus: Now what! Why are you saying that? 


Stranger: Don’t you notice, bless you, that we’re now in the fullest 
ignorance about it, just when we appear to ourselves to be saying 
something? 


Theaetetus: It does seem so to me. But how we slipped into that 
condition I don’t understand at all. 


Stranger: Then look more closely to see if in agreeing to these things 
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now, we might not justly be asked exactly what we ourselves earlier 
on were asking those who say that the All is hot and cold. 


Theaetetus: What do you mean? Remind me. 


Stranger: By all means. And PII try to do it by questioning you just 
as we questioned those men then, in order that we may both make 
some progress. 


Theaetetus: That’s right. 


Stranger: Well then: Don’t you say that Rest and Motion are most 
contrary to one another? 


Theaetetus: Of course. 


Stranger: And yet you claim this at least: that both and each of 
them alike are. 


Theaetetus: I certainly do claim this. 

Stranger: Is it the case, whenever you grant that they are, that you 
mean that both and each of them are in motion: 

Theaetetus: In no way. 

Stranger: But do you mean to indicate that both of them are at rest 
when you say they both are? 

Theaetetus: How could I? 


Stranger: Then do you posit Being as some third thing in the soul 
beyond these, as if Rest and Motion were embraced by it? And is it 
through taking them together and focusing on the community of 
their beinghood that you say that both of them are? 


Theaetetus: We truly do seem to divine that Being is some third 
thing, whenever we say that Rest and Motion are. 


Stranger: Therefore Being is not Motion and Rest both together 
but something other than these. 


Theaetetus: It seems so. 


Stranger: Then according to its own nature, Being is neither at rest 
nor in motion. 


Theaetetus: That’s about right. 


Stranger: Where, then, can the man who wants to establish something 
clear about it for himself still turn his thought: 


Theaetetus: Where indeed! 


Stranger: I certainly suppose there’s nowhere he can still turn eas- 
ily. For if something isn’t in motion, how is it not at rest? Or again, 
how is that which is in no way at rest not in motion? Yet Being has 
now come to light for us outside both of these. Is that possible: 
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Theaetetus: It’s the most impossible thing of all. 


Stranger: Well then, we’d do right to remember the following in 
addition to these matters. 


Theaetetus: What? 


Stranger: That when we were asked to what in the world one must 
apply the name of Non-being, we were hemmed in by total perplexity. 
Do you remember? 


Theaetetus: Of course. 
Stranger: We’re not in any less perplexity now about Being, are we? 


Theaetetus: To me, Stranger, if I may say so, we appear to be in 
greater perplexity. 


Stranger: Well then, let this matter be set down here as utterly per- 
plexing. And since Being and Non-being have both had an equal share 
in perplexity, there’s now hope that in whatever way one of them comes 
to light more dimly or more clearly, so the other will come to light. 


A And again, if we’re able to see neither of them, we’ll at least push our 


account through both at once as fittingly as we can. 
Theaetetus: Beautiful. 


Stranger: Then let’s say according to what habit we keep calling 
this same thing by many names. 


Theaetetus: What do you mean? Give an example. 


Stranger: Well, we speak of man, I suppose, but give him many titles: 
we add colors to him and shapes and sizes and vices and virtues. In all 
these attributions and thousands of others, we declare him to be not 
only man but also good and infinitely many other things. And the same 
account holds for other things as well: we assume that each thing is one 
but take it back by speaking of it as many and with many names. 


Theaetetus: True. 


Stranger: Which is exactly why, I imagine, we’ve furnished a feast for 
youths and for oldsters late in learning. For it’s handy enough for any- 
one to get a direct grip on the fact that it’s impossible both for the 
many to be one and for the one to be many. And no doubt, I suppose, 
these people delight in not letting anyone say that man is good but 
only that good is good and man is man. As I imagine, Theaetetus, 
you often chance upon people that seriously pursue such things, 
sometimes elderly men, who are struck with wonder at such things 
owing to the poverty of their store of good sense and who go so far 
as to imagine they’ve discovered something superwise in this. 


Theaetetus: By all means. 
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Stranger: Therefore, in order that our account be directed towards 
all those who have ever discoursed in any way about beinghood, let’s 
address the speeches we’re now about to give to these people and to 
the others, with whom we’ve conversed before, as though we were 
engaged in questioning. 

Theaetetus: So what sort of things shall we ask? 


Stranger: “In our own accounts, are we to attach neither beinghood 
to Motion and Rest nor anything at all to anything else whatsoever but 
posit things as unmixed and incapable of having a share in each other? 
Or are we to bring them all together into the same place, treating them 
as though they were capable of communing with each other? Or are 
some capable and others not?” Which of these, Theaetetus, should we 
say that these people choose: 


Theaetetus: Pm not at all able to answer for them on these matters. 


Stranger: Then why didn’t you look into their consequences one at 
a time and answer the questions one by one? 


Theaetetus: Beautiful suggestion. 


Stranger: And if you wish, let’s suppose they say first of all that noth- 
ing has any power whatever for community with anything at all in any 
way. Then both Motion and Rest will in no way at all participate in 
beinghood? 


Theaetetus: Certainly not. 


Stranger: Well then, will either one of them Je if it doesn’t commune 
with beinghood? 


Theaetetus: It won't. 


Stranger: By this very agreement, it seems, all things have suddenly 
been upset at once: the claim of those who set the All in motion, 
and of those who bring it to rest as one—and all those who say that 
beings are sorted by forms that are forever in just the same condi- 
tion. For all these people attach the verb “to be,” some saying that 
all things in their very being are in motion, and others that all things 
in their very being are at rest. 


Theaetetus: Exactly. 


Stranger: And further, all those people who sometimes combine all 
things and sometimes divide them, whether they divide and combine 
into one and out of one limitless elements or elements that keep to a 
limit—it’s just the same whether they posit this as coming about by 
turns or continuously: they’d be saying nothing with all these claims 
if there’s no intermixing at all. 
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Theaetetus: Right. 


Stranger: Moreover, those very people who don’t let us address 
anything at all as an other thing by reason of its community with an 
other’s condition would be the ones who of all people pursued the 
argument in the most ridiculous way. 

C Theaetetus: How so? 

Stranger: They’re compelled, I suppose, to use “to be” and “apart” and 
“from the others” and “by itself” and thousands of other expressions 
about all things. Since they’re powerless to keep these out of and not to 
bring them into their speeches, they don’t need others to refute them. 
But, as the saying goes, they have their enemy and future opponent 
right at home, and as they make their way, they always carry around 
something uttering speech from deep inside, like that absurd ventrilo- 
quist Euricles. 

D Theaetetus: What you say is exactly like them as well as true. 
Stranger: Well then, should we allow all things to have the power 
for community with one another? 

Theaetetus: Even I can break that down. 

Stranger: How? 

Theaetetus: Because Motion itself would be altogether at rest, and 
Rest in turn would itself be in motion, if the two of them were to 
follow upon each other. 


Stranger: But this, I suppose, is by the greatest necessities impossible— 
that Motion should be at rest, and Rest should be in motion. 


Theaetetus: Of course. 
Stranger: Then only the third is left. 
Theaetetus: Yes. 


E Stranger: And surely some one of these is necessarily the case: either 
all things intermix, or nothing does, or some things are amenable to 
intermixing and some not. 


Theaetetus: Of course. 
Stranger: And surely the first two were found to be impossible. 
Theaetetus: Yes. 


Stranger: So everyone who wants to answer rightly will posit the 
remaining of the three. 


Theaetetus: Exactly. 


Stranger: Now since some things are amenable to doing this and 
253 A others not, they’d be a lot like letters. For I take it that in the case of 
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letters too, some don’t fit with one another and others do. 
Theaetetus: Of course. 


Stranger: And the vowels differ from the others in passing through 
them all as a sort of bond, so that without some one of them it’s 
impossible for the others to fit, one with another. 


Theaetetus: Very much so. 


Stranger: Then does everyone know which letters can commune 
with which, or does the man who means to join them need an art? 


Theaetetus: He needs an art. 
Stranger: Which one? 
Theaetetus: The “spelling” art. 


Stranger: Well then, isn’t it the same with high and low sounds? The 
man who has the art of recognizing those sounds that do and do not 
blend is musical, while the man who doesn’t comprehend is unmusical? 


Theaetetus: Just so. 


Stranger: And in all the other arts and non-arts, we’ll find other 
things like these. 


Theaetetus: Of course. 


Stranger: Well then, since we’ve agreed that the kinds too are in the 
same condition regarding their mixing with one another, isn’t it 
necessary for the man who intends to show rightly which of them 
harmonize with which and which do not receive one another, to 
make his way through accounts with some sort of knowledge? Isn’t 
this especially so if he intends to show whether there are some kinds 
which, present throughout, hold the other kinds together, so that 
they can intermix, and again whether there are other kinds which, 
where there are divisions, are causes of division throughout the 
whole? 


Theaetetus: Of course he needs knowledge, and perhaps very nearly 
the greatest. 


Stranger: Then what in turn shall we call this knowledge, Theaetetus: 
Or by Zeus, have we stumbled without noticing it on the knowl- 
edge that belongs to free men? And have we, while seeking the 
sophist, by some chance found the philosopher first? 


Theaetetus: What do you mean: 


Stranger: Won't we claim that it belongs to dialectical knowledge 
to divide according to kinds and not to regard the same form as 
other nor the other as the same? 
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Theaetetus: Yes, we'll claim this. 


Stranger: Then the man who can do this has an adequate perception of 
one “look” extended everywhere through many things, each one of which 
lies apart, and also many “looks” which are other than one another and 
are embraced by one external to them; again, he perceives one unified 
“look” composed of many wholes as well as many “looks” marked off as 
entirely apart. But to know this is to know how to discern, according to 
kind, where each is able to commune and where not. 


Theaetetus: That’s altogether so. 


Stranger: But certainly, I imagine, you won’t give the dialectical power 
to anyone else but the man who philosophizes purely and justly. 


Theaetetus: How could one give it to anyone else? 


Stranger: Then surely we’ll find the philosopher in some such place 
both now and hereafter, if ever we search for him. This man too is 
difficult to see clearly; yet there’s a different twist to the difficulty 
with the sophist and the difficulty with the philosopher. 


Theaetetus: How so? 


Stranger: The one runs away into the darkness of Non-being, feeling 
his way around it by mere practice, and is difficult to make out because 
of the dark of the place. Right? 


Theaetetus: So it would seem. 


Stranger: But the other, who is really a philosopher or lover of 
wisdom, always devotes himself through account-giving to the 
“look” of Being, and in his turn is not at all easy to see because of 
the brightness of his region. For the eyes of the soul of the many are 
powerless to endure looking away toward the divine. 


Theaetetus: That’s no less likely than what you said before. 


Stranger: Then soon enough we’ll inquire more clearly into him, if 
we still want to. But as for the sophist, it’s plain, I suppose, that we 
mustn’t give up until we get an adequate view of him. 


Theaetetus: Beautifully said. 


Stranger: Since, therefore, it was agreed by us that some kinds are 
amenable to communing with one another and others not, and that 
some will do so with a few while others with many, and that nothing 
prevents some that even run through them all from having communed 
with all of them—-since all this has been agreed to by us, let’s pull the 
account along with us in the following way. Let’s look, not into all the 
forms—so that we don’t get confused among many—but only into 
some, having selected those spoken of as greatest. Let’s first look into 
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what sort of things they are individually, then into what holds for their 
power for community with one another. The result will be that if we 
don’t have the power to take hold of both Being and Non-being with 
complete clarity, we’ll at least not come out lacking an account for 
them, as far as our present way of looking allows. Let’s see whether it’s 
in some way permissible for us to say the following and come off un- 
punished: that Non-being 7s, even though in its very being it zs not. 
Theaetetus: Then that’s what we should do. 

Stranger: Surely the greatest of the kinds are those we were going 
through just now: Being itself and Rest and Motion. 


Theaetetus: By far the greatest. 


Stranger: Moreover, we affirm that the members of one pair of them 
are unmixable with one another. 


Theaetetus: Definitely. 

Stranger: But Being is mixable with both, for I suppose both are. 
Theaetetus: Of course. 

Stranger: Then these come to be three. 

Theaetetus: Certainly. 


Stranger: Then each of them is other than the remaining pair but 
itself the same as itself. 


Theaetetus: Just so. 


Stranger: But how in the world have we just used these terms “same” 
and “other”? Are they themselves a certain pair of kinds other than 
the first three yet always necessarily intermixed with them; and are 
we to look into five and not three as being the kinds that are? Or are 
we unwittingly addressing one of those three when we say “same” 
and “other”? 


Theaetetus: Perhaps. 


Stranger: But certainly Motion and Rest are neither other nor the 
same. 


Theaetetus: How so? 


Stranger: Whatever we call Motion and Rest in common—that can’t 
be either of them. 


Theaetetus: Why: 


Stranger: Motion will be at rest, and Rest in turn will be in motion. 
With respect to both, whichever member of the pair becomes the 
other will compel the other to flip into the contrary of its own nature, 
since it will participate in the contrary. 
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Theaetetus: Exactly. 
Stranger: And yet both participate in the Same and the Other. 
Theaetetus: Yes. 


Stranger: Then lets not say that Motion at least is either the Same 
or the Other, nor in its turn is Rest. 


Theaetetus: Let’s not. 


Stranger: But then are we to think of “Being” and “Same” as in 
some way one? 
Theaetetus: Perhaps. 
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C Stranger: But if “Being” and “Same,” as a pair, signify nothing 
different, then when we turn back to Motion and Rest and say that 
both are, by the same token we shall be calling both the same, since 
they both are. 


Theaetetus: But that’s certainly impossible. 
Stranger: Then it’s impossible for the Same and Being to be one. 
Theaetetus: Pretty much. 


Stranger: So shall we posit the Same as a fourth in addition to the 
three forms: 


Theaetetus: By all means. 


Stranger: Well then, must we say that the Other is a fifth? Or is it 
necessary to think of “Other” and “Being” as two distinct names 
for one kind? 


Theaetetus: Maybe. 


Stranger: But I imagine you grant that of the things that ave, some 
are always said to be themselves by themselves, while others are 
always in relation to others. 


Theaetetus: Certainly. 
D Stranger: And what is other is always in relation to an other, isn’t it? 
Theaetetus: Just so. 


Stranger: This wouldn’t be the case if Being and the Other, as a 
pair, were not entirely different. But if the Other partook of both 
the forms you granted, as does Being, there would sometimes also 
be an other among the others that is unrelated to any other. And yet 
it has now inescapably fallen out for us that whatever is other is 
what it 1s necessarily through an other. 


Theaetetus: Youre saying it just the way it is. 


Stranger: Then the nature of the Other must be said to be a fifth 
E among the forms we’re selecting. 
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Theaetetus: Yes. 


Stranger: And we shall assert that this nature has indeed run through 
all of them; for each one is other than the others not because of its 
own nature but because it participates in the look of the Other. 


Theaetetus: Exactly so. 


Stranger: So \et’s pronounce on the five in this way, taking them up 
one by one. 


Theaetetus: How? 


Stranger: First Motion—that it is altogether other than Rest. Or how 
should we say it? 


Theaetetus: Just so. 

Stranger: Then it is not Rest. 

Theaetetus: In no way. 

Stranger: But it is, at any rate, because it participates in Being. 
Theaetetus: It 1s. 

Stranger: Now again, Motion is other than the Same. 
Theaetetus: Vhat’s about it. 

Stranger: Then it is not the Same. 

Theaetetus: No indeed. 


Stranger: But surely it was the same, since all things in turn participate 
in the Same. 


Theaetetus: Very much so. 


Stranger: Then we must agree and also not find it distressing that 
Motion is the same and is not the Same. For it’s not the case, when we 
say it’s the same and not the Same, that we’ve used the term similarly. 
Rather, whenever we say Motion is the same, we speak of it that way 
because of its participation in the Same with respect to itself. And 
whenever we say it is not the Same, this is in turn because of its 
community with the Other, because of which community, Motion 
is separated off from the Same and has become not it but other. So 
that again it is correctly said to be not the Same. 


Theaetetus: By all means. 


Stranger: Then even if Motion itself were in some way to have a 
share in Rest, it would not be absurd to call it “resting”? 


Theaetetus: That’s very right, if indeed we’re going to grant that 
some of the kinds are amenable to mixing with one another while 
others are not. 
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Stranger: And surely we achieved the demonstration of this point 
before our present inquiry, by proving that it’s this way according 
to nature. 


Theaetetus: Of course. 


Stranger: Then let’s say it again: Motion is other than the Other, 
just as it was different from both the Same and Rest? 


Theaetetus: That’s necessary. 


Stranger: Then according to our present account, it is in some way not 
other as well as other. 


Theaetetus: True. 


Stranger: Then what about the next thing: Since we’ve agreed that 
there are five kinds we’ve proposed to look at and look among, shall 
we claim that Motion is other than the three yet deny that it is other 
than the fourth? 


Theaetetus: How could we? For it’s impossible to grant that their 
number is less than what’s now come to light. 


Stranger: Shall we therefore say and contend fearlessly that Motion 
is other than Being? 


Theaetetus: Most fearlessly. 


Stranger: Then isn’t it clearly the case that Motion in its very being 
is not-being—and also being, since it partakes of Being? 


Theaetetus: It’s as clear as can be. 


Stranger: Therefore it’s necessarily the case that Non-being zs, both in 
the case of Motion and with respect to all the kinds. For with respect to 
all, the nature of the Other, by producing each as other than Being, 
makes each not-being. So in this sense we will correctly say that all 
things are for the same reasons not-being and again, because they 
partake of Being, that they both are and are being. 


Theaetetus: I’m afraid so. 


Stranger: Vhen regarding each of the forms, Being is many, while 
Non-being is unlimited in multitude. 


Theaetetus: So it seems. 


Stranger: Then we must also say that Being itself is other than the 
others. 


Theaetetus: Necessarily. 


Stranger: And also that however many the others are, in relation to so 
many, Being is ot. For insofar as it is not those others, it is itself one; 
and again it is wot in relation to those others, which are unlimited in 
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number. 
Theaetetus: That’s pretty much the case. 


Stranger: Then we must not be distressed at this either, since it is 
the nature of the kinds to have community with one another. But if 
someone doesn’t grant this, let him prevail over our consequences 
only after he’s prevailed over our earlier arguments. 


Theaetetus: Very justly spoken. 
Stranger: Then let’s look at this as well. 
Theaetetus: What? 


Stranger: Whenever we say Non-being, as it seems, we don’t say 
something contrary to Being but only other. 


Theaetetus: How so? 


Stranger: For instance, whenever we say that something is “non-great,” 
do we appear to you at that moment to mean by this phrase the small 
any more than the equal? 


Theaetetus: How could we? 


Stranger: Then whenever the negative is said to signify a contrary, we 
wort grant it, but only this: that “non” and “not,” when placed 
before the names that come after them, proclaim something other 
than those names, or rather proclaim something other than the things 
to which the names uttered after the negative are given. 


Theaetetus: That’s altogether so. 


Stranger: But let’s think about this next point to see if it too seems 
agreeable to you. 


Theaetetus: What is it? 


Stranger: It appears to me that the nature of the Other is all chopped 
up—yjust like knowledge. 


Theaetetus: How so? 


Stranger: Knowledge also is one, I suppose; but each marked-off part 
of it that applies to some subject matter has a certain title peculiar to it. 
For this reason there are many so-called arts and sciences. 


Theaetetus: By all means. 


Stranger: Then the parts of the nature of the Other are also in this 
same condition, even though this nature is one. 


Theaetetus: Maybe so; but let’s say exactly how. 


Stranger: Is there some part of the Other that is opposed to the 
Beautiful? 
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Theaetetus: There is. 
Stranger: Shall we say that this is nameless or that it has some title? 


Theaetetus: That it has one. For what in each case we call “non- 
beautiful” is the other of the nature of the Beautiful and of nothing else. 


Stranger: Come then, and tell me this. 
Theaetetus: What? 


Stranger: Has the Non-beautiful turned out to be just this—a certain 
other that is marked off from one certain kind among the things that 
are and again is opposed to a certain one of the things that are? 


Theaetetus: Just so. 


Stranger: Then, as it seems, the Non-beautiful turns out to be a 
certain opposition of being against being. 


Theaetetus: Quite right. 


Stranger: What then: According to this account, is the Beautiful for us 
any more one of the things that ave and the Non-beautiful any less? 


Theaetetus: Not at all. 


Stranger: Then the Non-great as well as the Great itself must like- 
wise be said to Le. 


Theaetetus: Likewise. 


Stranger: And in the same way, then, mustn’t the Non-just be posited 
with the Just, in that the one zsin no way more than its other? 


Theaetetus: Certainly. 


Stranger: And we shall speak of the others in the same way, since the 
nature of the Other has shown itself to be among the things that are. 
And if that nature zs, it is also necessary to posit that its parts in no less 
degree are. 


Theaetetus: Of course. 


Stranger: Then, it seems, the opposition between the nature of a 
part of the Other and the nature of Being (in that they are set against 
each other) has beinghood to no less degree—if there is sanction 
for saying so—than Being itself. For it signifies not the contrary of 
Being but only this much: its other. 


Theaetetus: That’s very clear. 
Stranger: What then should we call this nature? 


Theaetetus: Clearly Non-being, the very thing we were seeking be- 
cause of the sophist. 


Stranger: Is it the case then, as you were saying, that it falls short of 
none of the others in beinghood? And from now on must we assert 
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boldly that Non-being has a firm grip on its own nature? And that just 
as the Great was great and the Beautiful was beautiful, and the Non- 
great non-great and the Non-beautiful non-beautiful, so too and in the 
same way, Non-being wasand 7s non-being, to be counted as one form 
among the many things that ave? Or do we, Theaetetus, still harbor 
any distrust about this matter? 


Theaetetus: None at all. 


Stranger: Do you see then that we have disobeyed Parmenides far 
beyond his prohibition: 


Theaetetus: What do you mean? 


Stranger: | mean that we’ve kept pressing onward in our inquiry 
and have shown him more than he told us not to look into. 


Theaetetus: How: 
Stranger: Because he says somewhere: 


This should not ever prevail in your thought: that the things that 
are not, are; Rather do you keep your mind well shut off from just 
this way of searching. 


Theaetetus: That’s what he says. 


Stranger: And we’ve not only shown that the things that ave not, are, 
but we’ve also declared what the form of Non-being happens to be. 
For we showed that the nature of the Other zs and that it’s chopped up 
and distributed through all the things that ave in their relation to one 
another, and we dared to say about each part of this nature, in its oppo- 
sition to Being, that this very part is in its very being Non-being. 
Theaetetus: And, stranger, we seem to have told the entire and perfect 
truth. 


Stranger: Then let no one tell us that we are declaring Non-being 
to be the contrary of Being and then are daring to say that this 
contrary zs. For way back we bade farewell to speaking of some 
contrary to Being, whether it zs or zs mot, whether it is speakable or 
altogether unspeakable. But as for what we’ve just said Non-being 
is, let someone either persuade us that we haven’t spoken well by 
refuting us or—so long as he can’t—he too must say just what we 
do: The kinds intermix with one another; and because Being and 
the Other have passed through all and one another, the Other, 
since it has participated in Being, zs on account of this participa- 
tion, yet is not that in which it has participated, but other; and 
since it is other, it must very clearly be non-being. On the other 
hand, Being, since it has had a share in the Other, would be other 
than the other kinds; and since it is other than all those, it is not 
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each of them nor all of them taken together, but itself. As a result, 
Being in turn indisputably zs mot in thousands upon thousands of 
cases; and the others too, taken one by one and all together, in 
many cases are and in many are not. 


Theaetetus: True. 


Stranger: And if anyone has doubts about these contrarieties, he 
must do his own looking and say something better than what’s been 
said now. Or if he delights in dragging arguments about, now in 
one direction and now in others, as if he’d thought up something 
difficult, then he’s been serious about things unworthy of much 
seriousness—so says Our current account. For this business is nei- 
ther one bit clever nor difficult to discover, while the alternative, 
now, is at once difficult and beautiful. 


Theaetetus: Which alternative? 


Stranger: The one we talked about earlier, according to which, hav- 
ing allowed these contrarieties as possible, we’re able to follow up 
what people say by engaging in detailed refutation whenever any- 
one claims that what’s other is in some way the same and what’s the 
same is Other, and to do so in the way and in the sense in which he 
claims either of them has been affected. But to show that the same 
thing is somehow other and the other the same and the big small and 
the similar dissimilar, and to delight in thus always bringing forward 
contraries in arguments—this is no true refutation and is the manifest 
late-born brainchild of somebody who’s just gotten in touch with the 
things that ae. 


Theaetetus: Exactly. 


Stranger: For, my good fellow, to attempt to separate off everything 
from everything is in other respects discordant, and what’s more, 
belongs to a man who is altogether unmusical and unphilosophical. 
Theaetetus: Why? 


Stranger: To detach each from all is the final and utter eclipse of all 
speech. For speech has arisen for us through the interweaving of 
the forms. 


Theacetetus: True. 


Stranger: Observe, then, that we were in the nick of time just now 
in fighting it out with such people and compelling them to let one 
thing mix with another. 


Theaetetus: To what end? 


Stranger: So that for us speech would be some one of the kinds that 
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are. For if we were deprived of this, we’d be deprived of philosophy— 
that would be the greatest thing. And furthermore, we must at the 
present moment reach a thorough agreement about speech—what in 
the world it is. But if we had it taken away from us through its being 
altogether nothing, I suppose we wouldn’t be able to speak anymore. 
And we would have had it taken away from us, if we had granted that 
there was no mixing whatsoever for anything with anything else. 


Theaetetus: That’s certainly right. But I don’t understand why we 
must reach some thorough agreement about speech right now. 
Stranger: Maybe you’d understand most easily by following it out 
like this. 

Theaetetus: How: 


Stranger: Certainly Non-being came to light for us as some one 
kind that zs and is among the others, dispersed throughout all the 
things that are. 


Theaetetus: Just so. 

Stranger: Then the next thing we must look into is whether it mixes 
with both opinion and speech. 

Theaetetus: Why’s that? 

Stranger: If it doesn’t mix with these, then it’s necessary that all things 
are true; but if it does mix, then both false opinion and speech come 
about. For to opine or to speak things that ave not—this, I suppose, is 
the false, insofar as it comes about in both thought and speech. 
Theaetetus: Just so. 

Stranger: But if in fact the false zs, then there is deception. 
Theaetetus: Yes. 

Stranger: And surely if there is deception, then henceforth it’s nec- 
essary that all things be full of both images and likenesses and also 
of appearance. 

Theaetetus: Of course. 


Stranger: But we said that the sophist had fled down into this place 
somewhere and had gone so far as to deny utterly that the false in 
any way 7s: “For let no one either think or speak Non-being, since in 
no way at all does Non-being partake of beinghood.” 

Theaetetus: That’s how it was. 

Stranger: But now, in point of fact, Non-being has come to light as 
partaking of Being, so that perhaps he would no longer keep up the fight 


along these lines; but he’d probably say that some of the forms partake of 
Non-being while others do not, and that speech and opinion are among 
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the non-partaking ones. So he’d come back fighting and claim that 
the image-making and apparition-making art—where we say he is— 
in no way 7s, since opinion and speech don’t commune with Non- 
being. For the false, he’d claim, zs not at all, if this community is not 
established. Then for this reason we must first investigate speech and 
opinion and appearance—whatever they are—so that when they have 
appeared, we may observe their community with Non-being as well. 
And having observed that, we may show that the false zs. And when 
we have shown that, we may imprison the sophist in it, if he’s liable, 
or turn him loose and search for him within another kind. 


Theaetetus: What was said about the sophist at the beginning, 
stranger, seems to be exactly true—that his kind would be hard to 
hunt down. He appears to abound in defensive problems; and when 
he throws out one of these defenses, it becomes necessary first to 
fight one’s way through it before reaching the man himself. For now 
we have scarcely breached the limits of his defense “Non-being—that 
it 2s not,” and he’s thrown out another one, so that we must show of 
the false that it zs in relation to both speech and opinion. And after 
that there will perhaps be another, and yet another after that. And no 
limit, it seems, will ever appear. 


Stranger: Anyone, Theaetetus, who is able to continue advancing to 
the front even a little should take heart. For what would the man who 
became dispirited under these conditions do in others, where he either 
made no headway or was even pushed back to the rear? “Scarcely,” as 
the proverb says, “could such a one ever take a city.” But now, my good 
friend, since the defense of which you speak has been breached, surely 
the greatest wall would have been taken by us, and the others will from 
now on be easier and smaller. 


Theaetetus: Beautifully said. 


Stranger: First, then, let’s take up speech and opinion, as I said just 
now, so that we may give a more distinct account of whether Non- 
being touches them, or both of these are entirely true and neither 
of them is ever false. 

Theaetetus: Right. 

Stranger: Come then, just as we were saying about the forms and 
letters, let’s go back and look into names in the same way. For that’s 
roughly where the object of our present search is appearing. 
Theaetetus: What is it about names that we must pay attention to? 


Stranger: Whether all fit together with one another, or none do, or 
whether some are amenable and some not. 


Theaetetus: Clearly the last. 
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Stranger: Perhaps you’re saying something like this: that words said 
in a row and indicating something fit together, while those that 
signify nothing in their sequence are non-fitting. 


Theaetetus: What do you mean by that? 


Stranger: What I supposed you assumed when you agreed with me. 
For we have, it seems, a dual kind of vocal indication concerned 
with beinghood. 


Theaetetus: How’s that? 

Stranger: It’s called in one case nouns, in the other, verbs. 
Theaetetus: Say what each is. 

Stranger: The indication that is for actions is, we say, a verb. 
Theaetetus: Yes. 


Stranger: But the vocal sign applied to those themselves who do 
the actions is a noun.°® 


Theaetetus: Exactly. 


Stranger: Then speech is never composed of nouns alone spoken in 
sequence, nor again of verbs that have been spoken apart from nouns. 


Theaetetus: I don’t understand this. 


Stranger: It’s clear that you had your eye on something else when 
you agreed just now. For I meant to say just this: that these words 
spoken in sequence in the following way are not speech. 


Theaetetus: In what way? 
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Stranger: For instance, “walks,” “runs,” “sleeps” and the rest of 
the verbs that signify actions, even if someone were to say them all 
in a row, do not, for all that, produce speech. 


Theaetetus: Of course not. 


Stranger: And again, whenever “lion,” “deer,” “horse” are said, 
when in turn all the names of those who act out actions are named, 
according to this sequence as well no speech is yet composed. For in 
neither this way nor the way mentioned before does what is uttered 
indicate the action or inaction or beinghood of a thing that zs or a 
thing that zs not, until someone blends verbs with nouns. Then they 
fit together, and their first interweaving straight off becomes speech— 
very nearly the first and smallest of speeches. 


Theaetetus: How do you mean this? 


Stranger: Whenever someone says “man learns,” do you affirm that 
this is the least and first speech: 


The word for “noun” here, onoma, also means “name.” See 261D. 
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Theaetetus: I do. 


Stranger: For now, I suppose, he indicates something about the things 
that ave or come to be or have come to be or will come to be. He doesn’t 
merely name but brings something to closure by weaving together verbs 
with nouns. Hence we say that he speaks and does not merely name; 
what’s more, we utter the name “speech” for this weaving. 


Theaetetus: Correct. 


Stranger: And so—just as with things, some fitted together and others 
didn’t—so too with vocal signs, some don’t fit together while others, 
by fitting together, produce speech. 


Theaetetus: That’s altogether so. 
Stranger: Then there’s this further little thing. 
Theaetetus: What’s that? 


Stranger: Whenever there is speech, it’s necessary that it be speech 
about something, and impossible for it not to be about anything. 


Theaetetus: Just so. 

Stranger: And mustn’t it also be of a certain quality? 
Theaetetus: Of course. 

Stranger: Then let’s pay close attention to one another. 
Theaetetus: We must. 


Stranger: Well then, Pll make you a speech by putting together 
thing and action through noun and verb. And you tell me what the 
speech is about. 


Theaetetus: V\l do what I can. 
Stranger: “Theaetetus sits.” Not a long speech, is it? 
Theaetetus: No—it’s quite measured. 


Stranger: Now it’s your job to say both what it’s about and what its 
subject is. 


Theaetetus: Plainly, it’s about me and I’m the subject as well. 
Stranger: And what about this one? 

Theaetetus: Which one? 

Stranger: “Theaetetus, with whom I am now conversing, flies.” 


Theaetetus: Here too no one would say anything other than that 
I’m the subject and that it’s about me as well. 


Stranger: But we say that it’s necessary for each of our speeches to 
be of a certain quality. 


Theaetetus: Yes. 
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Stranger: Now of what quality should we say each of these two 
speeches is? 


Theaetetus: The one is false, I suppose, while the other is true. 


Stranger: The true one of them says about you things that ave, as 
they are. 


Theaetetus: Certainly. 

Stranger: And the false one says things other than the things that are. 
Theaetetus: Yes. 

Stranger: Then it says things that ave not as if they were. 
Theaetetus: Just about. 


Stranger: And it says about you things that are, which are other than 
the things that ave. For we were claiming, I suppose, that with regard 
to each thing many things are, and many other things are not. 


Theaetetus: Exactly. 


Stranger: Now as for the latter speech I gave about you, it is first of 
all and with the utmost necessarity one of the shortest from among 
those we marked off as speech—whatever it is. 


Theaetetus: At least that’s what we agreed on just now. 
Stranger: And secondly, it indeed has a subject. 
Theaetetus: Just so. 


Stranger: And if you aren’t the subject, then there’s no other subject 
whatsoever. 


Theaetetus: Of course. 


Stranger: But if there’s no subject, then there’s no speech at all. For 
we declared that it was in the realm of impossibilities for a speech to 
be a speech that was of nothing at all. 


Theaetetus: Most correct. 


Stranger: Now when things are said about you, and yet things that are 
other are said as the same and things that ave not as things that are, it 
seems altogether the case that when this sort of composition arises out 
of both verbs and nouns, there arises a speech that is truly and in its 
very being false. 


Theaetetus: Very true. 


Stranger: But what then: Isn’t it already manifest that these kinds— 
thinking and opinion and also appearance—all arise in our souls as 
false as well as true? 
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Theaetetus: How’s that? 


Stranger: Yow |l understand more easily if you first grasp whatever 
each zs and how they differ from one another. 


Theaetetus: Just give me the chance. 


Stranger: Well then, aren’t thinking and speech the same, except 
that the soul’s inner conversation with itself, when it arises without 
voice, has been given just this title by us—“thinking”? 


Theaetetus: By all means. 


Stranger: But has the stream that issues forth from the soul and 
goes through the mouth by means of sound been called “speech”? 


Theaetetus: True. 

Stranger: And what’s more, we know that in our speeches there is— 
Theaetetus: What? 

Stranger: Both affirmation and negation. 

Theaetetus: We do know that. 

Stranger: Then when this arises in the soul in accordance with think- 
ing and in silence, can you call it anything but “opinion”? 
Theaetetus: Of course not. 


Stranger: And again, when such a condition is present to anyone not 
by itself but through perception, can it correctly be called anything 
other than “appearance”? 


Theaetetus: No. 


Stranger: Therefore, since speech was true avd false, and in the realm 
of speech thinking appeared as a conversation of the soul with itself, 
and opinion is the completion of thinking, and what we mean by “it 
appears” is an intermixing of perception and opinion, it’s necessary— 
since these are akin to speech—that some of them are sometimes false. 
Theaetetus: Of course. 


Stranger: Do you notice then that false opinion and speech were found 
sooner than we’d anticipated when we were afraid just now that by seek- 
ing them we’d be throwing ourselves into an altogether endless task? 


Theaetetus: I do notice. 


Stranger: Therefore let’s not grow dispirited about the rest of the 
search. For since this has become clear, let’s recollect our earlier 
divisions according to forms. 


Theaetetus: What divisions? 


Stranger: We divided the image-making expertise into two forms, 
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likeness-making and apparition-making. 

Theaetetus: Yes. 

Stranger: And we said that we were at an impasse about the sophist— 
into which of these we should put him. 

Theaetetus: That’s how it was. 

Stranger: And as we were at this impasse, an even greater dizziness 
engulfed us, when an argument appeared that disputes with everyone: 


that likeness or image or apparition would be nothing at all because the 
false zs nowise never nowhere. 


Theaetetus: What you say is true. 


Stranger: And now, since it’s come to light that false speech zs, and 
it’s also come to light that false opinion zs, there’s room to Je for 
imitations of the things that are, and room for a deceiving expertise 
to arise from this state of affairs. 

Theaetetus: There’s room. 


Stranger: And we did in fact come to an agreement in our earlier 
discussions that the sophist was in one or the other of these divisions. 
Theaetetus: Yes. 

Stranger: Let us therefore try again to pass onward. Let’s split the 
proposed kind in two, always keeping to the right hand part of the 
section and hold fast to the community to which the sophist belongs, 
until we’ve stripped away all his common features and left him his 
indwelling nature. Then we may show him forth, first to ourselves 
and next to those who are by nature nearest in kind to such a Way. 


Theaetetus: Right. 


Stranger: Some time ago we began with the division between the 
making and the getting expertise, didn’t we? 
Theaetetus: Yes. 


Stranger: And the sophist made his appearance to us in forms of 
getting such as hunting and competing and trading? 


Theaetetus: By all means. 


Stranger: But since at this point the imitative art has embraced him, 
it’s clear that we must first divide the making art itself into two. For 
I suppose that imitating is a sort of making, although of images, we 
say, and not of each of the things themselves. Right? 


Theaetetus: That’s altogether so. 
Stranger: So let there first be two parts of making. 
Theaetetus: What are they? 
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Stranger: One is divine, the other human. 
Theaetetus: | haven’t understood yet. 


Stranger: We claimed—if indeed we remember what was said at the 
beginning—that every power that becomes a cause of the coming to 
be afterward of what was not there beforehand is a power of making. 


Theaetetus: We remember. 


Stranger: Then all the animals that are mortal, and all the growths that 
grow on the earth from seeds and roots, and all the soulless bodies, 
fusible and not, that are put together within the earth—will we claim 
that these things, which were not there beforehand, come to be after- 
ward from anything other than a god working as a craftsman? Or availing 
ourselves of the opinion and talk of most men— 


Theaetetus: What opinion? 


Stranger: The opinion that nature begets these things from some cause 
that is spontaneous and that grows them without thinking. Or will we 
claim that the cause arises with reason and divine knowledge from god? 


Theaetetus: I often go back and forth between the two opinions, 
perhaps because of my age. Yet now, as I look at you and gather that 
you think they come to be in accordance with god, I myself also 
adopt this belief. 


Stranger: Beautifully said, Theaetetus. And if we believed you were 
one of those who would somehow opine otherwise at a later time, 
we’d now attempt to make you agree by using argument together with 
compelling persuasion. But since I understand your nature thoroughly— 
that even without our arguments it moves on its own toward the very 
things you now say pull you—I’Il let it go. For it would take too much 
time. Instead, Pll suppose that things said to be by nature are made by 
divine art, while what’s put together by men from these things is made 
by human art, and that according to this account the making art is of 
two kinds, one human and one divine. 


Theaetetus: Right. 
Stranger: Then since these are two, cut each of the two again in two. 
Theaetetus: How: 


Stranger: Earlier you cut the whole of the making art widthwise, as 
it were, while now you must cut it again, this time lengthwise. 
Theaetetus: Let it have been cut. 

Stranger: In this way there come to be exactly four parts of it in all: two 


parts on our side are human, while two other parts on the gods’ side 
are divine. 


80 


Theaetetus: Yes. 


Stranger: But when in turn they are divided in the other way, one 
part from each of the two parts is “thing-itself-making,” while the 
pair of parts left over would pretty much be called “image-making.” 
And so in this way the making art is again divided in two. 


Theaetetus: Say once more how each of the two is divided. 


Stranger: We know that we, I suppose, and the other animals, along 
with the elements from which these have sprouted—fire and water 
and their kin—all individually are the offspring and finished products 
ofa god. Or how is it? 


Theaetetus: Just so. 


Stranger: And images of each of these individual things, which are 
not the things themselves, follow along, these too having arisen 
through superhuman contrivance. 


Theaetetus: What are they? 


Stranger: Apparitions, the ones said to be “self-sprung.” I mean 
both those in our dreams and all those that occur in the daytime: a 
shadow whenever darkness arises in firelight, or when twofold light, 
the indwelling and the foreign—coalescing on bright and smooth 
surfaces and affording a perception contrary to our previously ac- 
customed sight— produces a form.” 


Theaetetus: Yes, these are two works of divine making: the thing 
itself and the image that accompanies each. 


Stranger: And what about our art: Won’t we declare that we make 
a house itself by means of the housebuilding art, whereas by means 
of painting we make another house, produced as a kind of man- 
made dream for those who are awake? 


Theaetetus: By all means. 


Stranger: Then in the same way, all the other works of our “making- 
action” are in turn twofold and go in pairs: the one is a thing itself, 
made, we claim, by the “thing-itself-making” art, while the other is 
an image, made by the image-making art. 

Theaetetus: Now I understand better; and I posit two forms of mak- 
ing, each of which is cut in two. According to one way of cutting, 
there’s the divine and the human; while according to the other, the 
one cut is composed of things themselves, while the other, its off- 
spring, is composed of certain semblances of them. 


Stranger: Lets recollect, moreover, that of image-working there 


See Timaeus 46B, Theaetetus 193 C-D and Cornford, p. 327. 
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was to be the likeness-making kind on the one hand and the appari- 
tion-making kind on the other, on the condition that the false come 
to light as genuinely false and as by nature some distinct ove among 
the things that are. 

Theaetetus: That was so. 

Stranger: So then, didn’t the genuinely false come to light among 
the things that are? And for this reason, won’t we now indisputably 
count off the kinds of image-making as two? 

Theaetetus: Yes. 


Stranger: Let us therefore once again mark off apparition-making 
into two. 


Theaetetus: How? 


Stranger: One part comes to be through instruments, while the 
other comes about when the very maker of the apparition furnishes 
himself as instrument. 


Theaetetus: What do you mean? 


Stranger: I have in mind when someone uses his own body to make 
it appear to resemble your figure, or to make his voice like your 
voice—this part of the apparition-making art has especially been 
called, I suppose, “imitating.” 

Theaetetus: Yes. 

Stranger: So by addressing this part of the art as “imitative,” let’s 
appropriate it. And let’s go easy on ourselves by setting everything else 
aside and letting another collect it into one and give it a fitting title. 
Theaetetus: So let the one be appropriated, the other set aside. 


Stranger: And surely it’s worth considering this part again as twofold, 
Theaetetus. Look why that is. 


Theaetetus: Tell me. 


Stranger: Some of those who imitate do it knowing what they are 
imitating, others not knowing. And yet, what greater division shall 
we posit than that between non-recognition and recognition? 


Theaetetus: None at all. 


Stranger: Wasn’t the imitation we just spoke of on the part of those 
who know? For someone who imitated you would recognize your 
figure and you? 


Theaetetus: Of course. 


Stranger: But what about the figure of justice and of virtue taken as a 
whole? Aren’t there people who are ignorant of it but opine it in some 
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way, and who try very ardently to make this seeming figure appear as if 
it were within them, by imitating it as best they can in deeds and words? 


Theaetetus: There are very many such people. 


Stranger: Do they all fail to seem to be just, even though they aren’t 
at all? Or is it completely the contrary? 


Theaetetus: Completely. 


Stranger: Well then, I think we must say that this imitator who is 
ignorant is other than the one who recognizes. 


Theaetetus: Yes. 


Stranger: Where then will one get hold of a fitting name for either of 
them? Or isn’t it very clear that that’s hard, because with respect to the 
division of kinds into forms, there was, it seems, a certain ancient and 
also scatterbrained laziness among our forerunners, so that no one even 
tried to make the division. Therefore we cannot be extremely well- 
provided with names. Just the same—even if our language is rather 
daring—for the sake of discriminating, let’s call the imitating based on 
opinion the “opino-imitative” art and the one based on knowledge 
some sort of “informed” imitating. 


Theaetetus: Let it be that. 


Stranger: Therefore we must use not the informed sort but the other. 
For the sophist wasn’t among those who know but in fact among 
those who imitate. 


Theaetetus: Very much so. 


Stranger: Then let’s look at the opino-imitator as if he were an iron 
ingot to see if he’s sound or if he’s still got some twofold seam within 
himself. 

Theaetetus: Let’s look. 

Stranger: Well then, he’s got a very marked seam. For one of them is 
naive, because he thinks he knows the things that he opines. But the 
figure of the other—because of his mucking about among arguments— 
contains much suspicion and fear that he’s ignorant of those things 
about which he’s presented himself to others in the figure of a knower. 
Theaetetus: Vhere certainly are men of each kind you’ve mentioned. 


Stranger: Then shall we posit the one as a sort of simple imitator, 
the other as a dissembling imitator?® 


Theaetetus: That’s likely. 
Stranger: But shall we say that the kind to which the latter belongs 


8 “Dissembling” here is eivonikon, the origin of our English “ironic.” In 
other dialogues it is sometimes applied to Socrates. 


83 


is in turn one or two? 
Theaetetus: See for yourself. 


B Stranger: Pm looking. And a pair of men show themselves to me. I see 
one who can dissemble in public and with long speeches to multitudes, 
another who can do itin private and with short speeches by compelling 
the man with whom he converses to contradict himself. 


Theaetetus: Very correctly spoken. 


Stranger: Then whom shall we declare the maker of longer speeches 
to be? Statesman or demagogue? 


Theaetetus: Demagogue. 
Stranger: And what shall we call the other man? Wise or sophistical? 


Theaetetus: I suppose it’s impossible to call him wise, since we set him 

C down as not knowing. But since he’s an imitator of the wise man, it’s 
clear that he’ll get a name derived from him. And I’ve now pretty 
nearly understood that we must truly address this man as that very one 
who is in every way and in his very being the Sophist or Professor of 
Wisdom. 


Stranger: Then shall we tie up his name, just as we did earlier, by 
weaving it together from end to beginning? 


Theaetetus: By all means. 


Stranger: The man, then, who has arisen from the contradiction- mak- 
ing art of the dissembling part of the opining art—the imitative man— 
who himself has sprung from the apparition-making kind descended 

D from the image-making art and has marked off for himself the portion 
of making, not divine but human, that makes wonders in speeches— 
whoever claims that the sophist in his very being is of this “breed and 
blood”? will, it seems, speak the very truth. 


Theaetetus: That’s altogether so. 


"Homer, Iliad VI. 211: a young warrior, after boasting of his lineage, fool- 
ishly exchanges gold for bronze. 


